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ABSTRACT 
AN INVESTIGATION OF 
TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD 
TEACHER EVALUATION PROGRAMS 
(May, 1986) 
Thomas J. Curran 
B.S., Bowling Green State University 
M.Ed., Boston University 
C.A.G.S., University of Massachusetts/Boston 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts/Amherst 
Directed by: Dr. Harvey B. Scribner 
The purpose of this study was to determine the degree 
to which teachers in a southwestern Vermont public school 
district changed their attitudes toward teaching after 
substituting a teacher involvement evaluation program for a 
pre-existing summative evaluation model. 
Three major research questions surfaced as the project 
developed. These were: 
1. Does teacher involvement change teacher 
attitudes toward teaching more so than did 
the existing summative evaluation program? 
2. Does teacher involvement in the evaluation 
program encourage greater improvement in 
teaching instruction more so than the 
existing summative evaluation program? 
3. Does the involvement process encourage 
change with respect to what teachers "do" 
with their students? 
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To respond to these questions, data were collected from 
a research population which consisted of twenty-four 
secondary school teachers in a southwestern Vermont public 
school district. Due to the restraints by the local school 
board, which agreed that twenty-five percent of the staff 
could participate in the study, a stratified random sample 
was established based upon the proportion of teachers in 
each "core" curriculum area. The group of twenty-four 
teachers selected was composed as follows: Math-six, 
English-seven, Foreign Language-three, Science-five, and 
Social Studies-three. 
All twenty-four teachers were asked to complete two 
questionnaires constructed by the investigator. The first 
questionnaire, A Survey of Teacher Attitudes Toward Teacher 
Evaluation, was distributed both before and after the pilot 
test program. The second questionnaire, the Exit Question¬ 
naire , was distributed and completed at the conclusion. 
Both questionnaires consisted of a series of statements 
designed to elicit categorical responses from teachers about 
their attitudes toward the teacher evaluation programs. 
The statistical procedures used to analyze the data 
included: mean scores, percentile ranks, frequency 
distributions, standard deviations and the Dependent Sample 
t Test. 
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The major findings were as follows: 
1. The group of teachers sampled reflected positive 
attitudes toward the teacher involvement program. 
They perceived the involvement models as changing 
teacher attitudes toward teaching more so than did 
the pre-existing summative evaluation program. 
2. There was significant differences in the scores 
obtained which indicated that the involvement 
process encouraged change in teacher attitudes 
toward teaching relative to the number of years of 
teaching experience, formal educational 
background, sex of the participants and specific 
teaching assignments. 
3. Pertinent to the second major research question, 
it was found that the teacher involvement program 
actually changed teacher attitudes toward 
improving instruction more than the summative 
evaluation program. 
4. With respect to changes in teacher attitudes 
toward improving student performance, the 
statistical data collected show a significant 
difference which demonstrates that the involvement 
process encouraged a great degree of change in 
teacher attitudes toward improving student 
performance and encouraged teachers to think more 
about student outcomes. 
5. Finally, the method in which the evaluation 
process is implemented has a direct effect on 
' teacher attitudes toward teaching and the teacher 
evaluation process, procedure and instrument used. 
viii 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
General Statement of the Problem 
This study is motivated by the fact that this nation, 
in recent years, has witnessed an interest in its 
educational system that is without parallel. The concern is 
manifested by the marked disagreement about educational aims 
and the methods for achieving them. There is general 
agreement on the need for improving the effectiveness and 
efficiency of our educational system; however, the problems 
involved in attaining education of finer quality in local 
school districts are formidable. What constitutes quality 
education must be defined and policies toward attaining 
quality education must be established. 
Castetter (1981) believes that the extent to which 
public education succeeds in delivering services with an 
efficient use of limited resources will depend largely upon 
the quality of the personnel engaged in the education 
process and upon the effectiveness with which they discharge 
individual and group responsibilities. The school plant is 
important as are the organization's purposes. Money, of 
course, is significant; a well designed program is essential 
and leadership is vital. He feels that the most crucial 
1 
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single element in the educative process is the faculty 
charged with the task of effecting desirable changes in 
youth. 
Castetter emphasizes the importance of human resources 
and asserts: 
The modern school system is a purposive 
organization whose members seek through 
common efforts to achieve established 
goals. School systems are composed of 
people, and people will determine whether 
the system succeeds or stagnates, serves 
its clients effectively or squanders its 
limited resources aimlessly. Finding the 
right people, helping them to develop, 
seeing that they are properly compensated, 
appraised, informed, and motivated are 
some of the major concerns of the personnel 
function (p. 17). 
The literature pertaining to teacher evaluation 
programs offers some persistent explanations of why teacher 
evaluation continues to be regarded with distaste and 
frustrated resignation. Among these are that: 
1. Teachers and administrators are not always clear 
as to the purpose for evaluation; 
2. Teachers are mistrustful of the ability of admin¬ 
istrators to judge their performance accurately; 
3. Administrators are reluctant to put in writing 
things that might affect a teacher's career or 
jeopardize their own relationship with their 
teachers; and 
4. Administrators are often not committed to the 
process, either because they feel they lack the 
necessary skills, or because they feel that the 
process is not useful or effective for them. 
Yet in an era of declining resources, low teacher 
turnover, and eroding public confidence in public education, 
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effective teacher evaluation, perhaps more than anything 
else, holds the potential for improving the day to day lives 
of students, teachers and school administrators, while at 
the same time improving the overall quality of public 
education. 
Webb (1983) reports that community and governmental 
demands for visible educational results, effectiveness, and 
efficiency have resulted in a growing number of legislative 
mandates designed to make the educational system more 
accountable to the public. Teacher accountability, 
according to Webb, has been a major legislative and judicial 
activity. The public wants evidence that teachers are 
effective in their jobs or that efforts are being made to 
either improve their performance or remove them. In an 
attempt to hold teachers accountable for performance and 
effectiveness, various proposals for teacher evaluation and 
minimum competency testing have been adopted by boards of 
education and state legislatures. 
McGreal (1983) believes that his research indicates 
that the general problem with current teacher evaluation 
programs is the failure of supervisors to recognize that 
teachers change their behaviors only when they want it to 
change, and they are most likely to want change when they 
truly understand the nature and purpose of the evaluation 
process, procedure and instrument. According to McGreal, 
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teachers, especially tenured teachers, only change when they 
feel they are part of the process that is designed to help 
them improve their instruction. 
Over the past few years, concerns about the quality of 
teachers and teaching in American schools have surfaced in 
the literature and on public agendas in a series of 
proposals for performance-based pay and career advancement. 
Merit pay, master teacher, and career ladder plans have been 
seen as means for rewarding good teachers, providing career 
advancement opportunities, enforcing more accountability in 
teaching, and upgrading the overall quality of the teaching 
force. 
Though different from each other in important aspects, 
Wise and Linda Darling-Hammond (1984) believe these 
proposals all assume that differentrated rewards and 
sanctions will improve individual teaching and enhance the 
profession as a whole. Such proposals further assume the 
existence of teacher evaluation methods that can fairly and 
effectively differentiate among teachers. These researchers 
believe that substantial changes in typical evaluation 
practices will have to occur if performance rewards are to 
be both defensible and effective in improving teaching. 
From the Wise and Darling-Hammond studies of teacher 
evaluation practices, they identify five significant 
conclusions: 
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1. A successful teacher evaluation system must suit 
the educational goals, management styles, con¬ 
ception of teaching, and community values of the 
school district. 
2. Philosophical commitment to and resources for 
evaluation produce more useful information than do 
checklists and procedures. 
3. The school district should decide the main purpose 
of its teacher evaluation system and then match 
the process to the purpose. 
4. To sustain resource commitments and political 
support, teacher evaluation must be seen to have 
utility, which in turn depends on the efficient 
use of resources to achieve reliability and 
cost-effectiveness. 
5. Teacher involvement and responsibility improve the 
quality of teacher evaluation. 
Statement of the Problem 
Since there appears to be no consensus within the 
literature regarding what constitutes quality teaching and, 
consequently, no definitive measures to be used for teacher 
evaluation, this study is focused on teacher attitudes 
regarding teacher evaluation programs. A central assumption 
of the research is that teacher attitudes toward evaluation 
must in fact be recognized as a pre-condition to reform. 
This study, then, will go on to investigate the 
feasibility of changing teacher attitudes toward evaluation 
by giving teachers more involvement and responsibility in 
the evaluation process. The teacher involvement program 
used in this study was pilot tested to determine the extent 
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to which it encouraged change in teacher attitude toward 
evaluation and improvement in teacher instruction and 
consequent student performance. At the same time the new 
program was evaluated from the perspective of satisfying 
summative requirements for personnel decisions by 
administrators in a southwestern Vermont public school 
system. 
Critical to this study is the research completed by 
Barr and Burton ( 1983) , Cogan (1973), Iwanicki (1981), and 
Wise and Darling-Hammond's (1984) research studies on 
teacher evaluation programs, all of whom have determined 
that teacher involvement incorporating shared responsi¬ 
bilities for the appraisal process improves the quality of 
the teacher evaluation programs. 
The existing summative evaluation program used for the 
past five years in the school district, which served as the 
central setting for this study, requires decisions by 
supervisors (usually made toward the end of the school 
year) that focus on personnel action pertaining to career 
advancement, retention and dismissal. Traditionally, 
teachers have had little input in the checklist/narrative 
process besides the obligatory post-conference with their 
supervisor. Many feel that such procedures, for the most 
part, serve administrative needs and do little to improve 
teacher instruction and student performance. This existing 
summative process will, for the above cited reasons, 
hereafter be referred to as the "teacher non—involvement 
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program." 
In contrast, the new teacher involvement program pilot 
tested during the 1984-1985 school year began with a 
deliberate self-evaluation process, which, in turn, became 
the basis for supervisor goal-setting conference(s) and 
progress review conferences held throughout the school year. 
Follow-up conferences on goal attainment and other standards 
of teacher performance concluded the evaluation cycle. 
Using these involvement and non-involement evaluation 
models, the study sets out to determine the degree, if any, 
to which the attitudes of teachers in a southwestern Vermont 
public school district were changed when teacher involvement 
is increased over the existing summative evaluation program. 
The study assesses teacher performance during the one-year 
pilot test program. It does not attempt to consider how 
teachers felt about undergoing a process designed for a 
particular purpose, but rather, is specifically limited to 
the question of; 1) whether the process encouraged change in 
teacher attitudes toward teaching, and in turn, 2) whether 
these changes produced positive outcomes in what teachers 
thought they "knew," "perceived," or "felt" about their 
teaching before and after the pilot test program. 
Therefore, the three major research questions and the 
eight subsidiary questions emerge: 
8 
Major Research Question 1: Does teacher involvement change 
teacher attitudes toward teaching more than the 
existing summative evaluation program? 
Subsidiary Question la: Does teacher involvement, as 
opposed to the summative evaluation program/ 
change teacher attitudes toward teaching relative 
to the number of years of teaching experience? 
Subsidiary Question lb: Does teacher involvement, as 
opposed to the summative evaluation program, change 
teacher attitudes toward teaching relative to the 
sex of the participants? 
Subsidiary Question lc: Does teacher involvement, as 
opposed to the summative evaluation program, change 
teacher attitudes toward teaching relative to their 
specific teaching assignments? 
Subsidiary Question Id: Does teacher involvement, as 
opposed to the summative evaluation program, change 
teacher attitudes toward teaching relative to their 
formal educational background? 
Major Research Question 2: Does teacher involvement in 
the evaluation program encourage improvement in 
teaching instruction more than the existing summative 
evaluation program? 
Subsidiary Question 2a: Does teacher involvement in the 
evaluation program encourage change with respect to 
what teachers think they "know" about their teaching 
as opposed to the existing summative evaluation 
program? 
Subsidiary Question 2b: Does teacher involvement in the 
evaluation program encourage change with respect to 
how teachers "perceive” their task as a teacher as 
opposed to the summative evaluation program? 
Subsidiary Question 2c: Does teacher involvement in the 
evaluation program encourage change with respect to 
how teachers "feel" about their teaching as opposed to 
the summative evaluation program? 
Major Research Question 3: Does the involvement process 
encourage improvement in student performance more 
than the existing summative evaluation program? 
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Subsidiary Question 3a: Does the involvement process 
encourage change with respect to what teachers "do" 
with their students as opposed to the summative 
evaluation program? 
Significance of the Problem 
Educators and laymen alike generally agree that the 
idea of performance appraisal is good. Evaluation is based 
on the premise that every individual is capable of improving 
his or her performance. Iwanicki (1981) asserts that the 
probability that improvement will occur is increased when 
evaluation is carried out systematically, in accordance with 
careful planning between the teacher and supervisor, with 
conscientious follow through, and careful assessment of 
results. 
The writer feels that the existing summative evaluation 
program does not go far enough to make any significant 
changes toward improving instruction. The process does not 
encourage self-evaluation or motivate teachers to improve or 
experiment with new or different teaching methods. The 
summative model does not promote dialogue between the 
teacher and supervisor during the school year. Much work 
needs to be done to improve the process, procedure and 
instrument, if the primary purpose of teacher evaluation is 
to improve teaching instruction. 
The Rand Corporation's study of teacher evaluation 
practices, conducted by Wise and Darling-Hammond (1984) 
found that, in many school districts, teacher evaluation is 
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a perfunctory, routine, bureaucratic requirement that yields 
no help to teachers and no decision—oriented information to 
the school district. The process does nothing for teachers 
except contribute to their weariness and reinforce their 
skepticism or bureaucratic routine. Isolated from decision 
making and planning, it does little for administrators 
except add to their workload. It does not provide a 
mechanism for the school system to communicate its 
expectations concerning teaching, except to imply that 
teaching is a fit subject for bureaucratization. 
The Rand Corporation study found that very rarely does 
this bureaucratic process of teacher evaluation have other 
outcomes such as the special recognition of a teacher or the 
termination of his or her employment, the improvement of 
curriculum or program activities, or the deployment of staff 
development resources to meet teachers' specific 
instructional strengths. Rather, the ritual exists most 
exclusively to satisfy the bureaucratic imperative that 
every teacher be observed by an administrator every year. 
Wise and Darling-Hammond conclude that the time of the 
evaluator is too short, the ratio of teachers to supervisors 
too large, and the subject matter expertise too limited to 
produce reliable and valid insights that might lead to 
significant action. Instead, actions predicated on the 
ritual alone prove difficult to institute and/or maintain 
because the evaluation criteria is too sparse and unstable 
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to withstand the scrutiny that accompanies any important 
change in teacher status or teaching practice. 
Other evidence pertaining to the ineffectiveness of 
standard supervisory practices is abundant. Soar, Medley, 
and Coker concluded that their studies indicate that current 
methods of teacher evaluation have most often used one or 
more of the following measures: (1) tests to measure 
teacher characteristics (e.g. the National Teacher 
Examinations or minimum competency tests), (2) achievement 
test scores of students in the teacher's classroom, or 
(3) rating of teacher performance in the classroom. These 
authors believe that, clearly, these methods have not 
succeeded. 
Lovell and Phelps (1976) found that supervisory 
practices in Tennessee, again, seem typical of the nation as 
a whole and, along with the results of several other 
studies, provide further evidence for the inadequacy of 
present practice. More than eighty percent of teachers 
surveyed by Lovell and Phelps reported that they had not 
been observed during the year in question - and noted that 
when observations were made, they typically were neither 
preceded nor followed by a conference. 
Copeland’s (1980) study is one of several that conclude 
that some teachers prefer a directive supervisory style, 
while others prefer non-directive interactions. This, in 
Copeland's view, is not to concede that teachers or teacher 
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organizations should have complete control of the method 
used to evaluate their performance, but rather to emphasize 
that the experienced supervisor can and must determine the 
need for a high or low degree of teacher involvement based 
on the teacher's past performance. 
Young and Heichberger (1975) report that sixty-two 
percent of the teachers surveyed preferred a "helping" 
relationship. In an expanded study of several thousand 
teachers, Joyce and McKibbin (1982) found a similar 
diversity which compelled them to conclude that "Enormous 
differences exist in the extent to which teachers pull 
growth-producing experiences from their environment and 
exploit personal and professional activities" (p. 36) . The 
irony is, of course, that administrators and supervisors who 
urge teachers to individualize their teaching rarely 
individualize their supervising. 
In the light of these studies, it becomes especially 
crucial that some examination of teachers' attitudes toward 
evaluation be undertaken in order to reply effectively to 
the very basic question of whether teachers as a group 
express support and commitment to evaluation as a 
significant aspect of the educational process. 
Although research relative to teacher evaluation has 
recently seen much activity and progress, the importance of 
the subject area demands continuous and rigorous 
investigation. The results of this study, it is hoped, will 
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provide school board members, administrators, teachers and 
other concerned groups with some practical insights into 
teachers' attitudes toward the evaluation of instruction 
encountered in one district in the course of redesigning or 
developing its teacher evaluation program. 
Methodology 
In order to carry out the present study, it was first 
necessary to gain approval from the local school board and 
teachers' association to implement a "new" teacher involve¬ 
ment evaluation program for the 1984-1985 school year. 
Detailed information pertaining to the background of 
the study, research population, research instruments, 
administration of the instruments and training program are 
provided in Chapter III, "Design of the Study," page 110. 
Limitations of this Study 
Although insights and conclusions obtained from this 
study may well be useful in more general situations, from 
the perspective of academic research it should be noted that 
the study is limited to teaching personnel at the secondary 
school level in a southwestern Vermont public secondary 
school district. The Board of School Directors as well as 
the District Teachers' Association both approved the pilot 
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test teacher involvement program for twenty-five percent (24 
teachers) of the secondary school teaching staff during the 
1984-1985 school year. 
Since the inqu.irv was limited to twenty-five percent o* 
the entire teaching population, a stratified random sample 
of twenty-four teachers *rom the "core" curriculum areas was 
drawn and the experimental group proportionally selected 
according to the number of teachers in each department. The 
number of teachers selected by department were then as 
follows: Math (6), English (7), Science (5), Foreign 
Language (3), and Social Studies (3). 
Following their selection, the experimental teacher 
group completed a two day training program on teacher 
involvement methods. These sessions were held on 
September 6 and 7, 1984. Likewise General Supervisors who, 
within the subject share the primary responsibility for 
teacher evaluation and supervision, also participated in a 
separate training program in August, 1984. 
The length of time required for the study totaled 
thirteen months commencing in June, 1984, when teachers and 
supervisors were introduced to the study, and ending in 
June, 1985, when the study was concluded. Data were 
collected, tabulated, and reviewed periodically during the 
school year. 
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In addition, the study is further limited to the extent 
that the questionnaires - A Survey of Teacher Attitudes 
Toward Teacher Evaluation Programs and the Exit 
Questionnaire - have been used to determine if teachers 
actually changed their attitude toward evaluation using the 
pilot test teacher involvement program. Data collected was 
tabulated and presented in a number of tables included in 
Chapter IV of this study (refer to page 127) . 
Rosenshine and Furst's (1971) study was selected as an 
index to standards of teacher performance (refer to Appendix 
G) because of its generalized use and recurrence in many 
recent studies. It should be noted that teachers and 
supervisors, when charged with the task of developing three 
mutually agreeable goals, were not limited to the suggested 
standards of performance used in this study. Each teacher, 
however, was required to develop at least one teaching goal 
and two additional goals which may include administrative, 
program or learner goals. 
The pilot tested teacher involvement program was 
developed from studies of teacher evaluation models 
(including McGreal, 1983; Iwanicki, 1981; Redfern, 1980; and 
others) as discussed in Chapter II - Selected Teacher 
Evaluation Systems. These studies coupled with local school 
needs guided the formulation of the new teacher 
involvement program. 
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Plan and Content 
These initial and introductory pages thus put forth the 
general and specific statements of the problem to be 
considered. In addition to the three major research 
questions, the study presents eight subsidiary research 
questions. The significance and . limitations are also 
defined. 
Chapter II moves forward with a review of the relevant 
literature. 
A description of the methodology used in this study is 
outlined in Chapter III, where a discussion and description 
of the statistical procedures are also included. 
Chapter IV reports a compilation of the findings. Dis¬ 
cussion of the data follows the presentation of the three 
major research questions and each of the eight subsidiary 
questions and concludes with a summary of the discoveries. 
Finally, Chapter V, the concluding chapter, contains a 
summary of results, implications of findings, and 
recommendation for further research. 
The implications themselves are significant. At a time 
when the American education system is under unprecedented 
scrutiny, they may, perhaps, play a small part in helping to 
make our profession more understood, more accountable and 
more reflective to the need of the communities and students 
that we serve. 
CHAPTER I I 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
A Historical Overview of 
Teacher Evaluation Programs 
Observing teacher behavior in the classroom has been 
a practice since the 17th century as one method to attain 
educational accountability. However, it is apparent that 
educators and researchers have continued to wrestle with the 
issues of what constitutes effective teaching, and how one 
develops that expertise. 
Spears (1953) notes that classroom observations have 
been present in American schools since the formation of 
schools by law in 1642. The first classroom observations, 
according to Barr (1983) , were specifically for the purpose 
of control and inspection, and the individuals who did the 
observing were leading citizens of the community, including 
the local minister. Inspectional control of the schools by 
lay people through classroom observations continued until 
the Civil War era. 
Lamb and Swick's study (1975) of classroom observations 
reveal that the post Civil War era experienced a growth of 
towns and cities, the enlargement of the school population 
and a need for additional teachers. Thus, the responsi- 
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bilities assumed by lay people was transferred to the person 
appointed as head teacher. 
Franseth (1961) notes in his book Supervision as 
Leadership that in the 1800's the responsibility for 
classroom observation shifted from the head teacher to the 
newly established positions of principal and superintendent. 
Inspection and control by these administrators continued to 
be the major purpose of evaluation. 
In the early part of the 20th century another adminis¬ 
trative position emerged and, according to Franseth, this 
position included supervisors. The purpose of observation 
expanded beyond control and inspection, and supervisors 
constructed instruments to aid them in describing classroom 
behavior of students and teachers. 
Although it appears that some attention was focused on 
the student during the early part of the 20th century, the 
major purpose for observation was to view and describe the 
teacher's behavior. The classroom visit became mechanical 
and a uniform formula was developed for the supervisors to 
follow. 
Spears (1953) notes that the National Education 
Association, in a 1929 research bulletin, that was used to 
describe the inattention and attention of pupils. It stated 
that "...a quiet observer with the aid of a watch and ruled 
pad, could make a record of a child's concentration 
(p. 311). By the 1920's, so much emphasis had been placed 
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on use of rating scales to evaluate efficiency of teachers 
that the National Education Association1s Department of 
Classroom Teachers "accepted rating scales as standard 
equipment," (Spears, 1953). 
A classroom management scale reported in 1920 by 
Ellsworth Collings (1927) required the observer to assign 
values on scales that identified jobs to be performed, 
including: window sashes lowered at least six inches from 
the top; blackboard erased at the close of each period; and 
pupils erect with their feet on the floor. 
Lamb and Swick (1975) also found that Hubert Wilbur 
Nutt believed that an observer should know the teacher's 
purpose and plan for accomplishing them. He stated that an 
observer should be required to use an "Evaluation Observa¬ 
tion Outline" which identifies the following tasks: study 
the subject matter of the lesson to be observed, rank the 
performance of the teacher as either superior, excellent, 
good, fair or poor; and hand the written notes of the 
observation to the teacher before leaving. 
Wagner (1912) developed an instrument that "any school 
district" could use. The observer checked points during his 
observation concerning attitudes of teachers, responses of 
pupils, conditions for working, and former suggestions used. 
A conference with the teacher following the observation was 
required. 
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An instrument constructed by Anderson (1925) charged 
the observer with the responsibility of studying the 
teacher's physical equipment, studying the teacher's 
professional equipment, and studying the teacher's social 
equipment. He suggests that the observer should focus his 
attention on "observable evidence" to be discussed with the 
teacher. 
\ 
Up to the 1930's, the major reasons for conducting 
observations of classroom teachers appeared to be to control 
teacher behavior related to different kinds of classroom 
settings. According to various literature in the early part 
of the 20th century, observers were to assure that teachers 
were reflecting the intellectual, social, and spiritual 
values of the community in their teaching behavior. 
Observation instruments available during this time period 
were unrefined in design, ambiguous in content, and varied 
greatly from community to community. 
In the late 1930's and early 1940's, research was 
recognized as a new purpose for making classroom 
observations. The individual responsible for research 
constructed instruments to aid him/her in describing 
teacher and pupil behavior. The following is a summary of 
evaluation practices used in the last fifty years. 
According to Buck and Parsely (1973), prior to and 
during the 1930’s most educators agreed the best way to 
evaluate the effectiveness of teachers was to observe them 
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teaching in the classroom. In order to assist evaluators 
measuring the proficiency of teachers, education specialists 
created rating scales to determine the teacher's social 
relations, instructional skills, personal characteristics, 
and professional qualifications. However, in studying 
evaluations based on a rating scale as a major determinant 
of teacher effectiveness, researchers found the criteria 
used were often arbitrary and vague. 
Reavis and Copper (1945) analyzed specific items in 
rating forms. In their subsequent report they noted certain 
weaknesses in rating scales commonly used in school systems: 
a lack of definition of items, ambiguous terms, and "items 
that linked two independent elements for a single judgment." 
On this basis the authors concluded, "Rating appears to be 
invalid, then, as comprehensive measures of either general 
or specific teaching ability" (p. 53). 
In the same vein, Hellfritzsch (1945) concluded: 
"Teachers rating scales have little in common with any of 
the teacher abilities measured, including the ability of the 
teacher to promote pupil growth" (p. 184). Anderson (1954) 
seemed to concur with the findings of Reavis and Cooper and 
of Hellfritzsch: 
In general no adequate basis for validation 
of teaching exists at present. There is 
apparently no general agreement as to what 
is good teaching, and even if there were, 
present day measures lack the reliability 
necessary for valid criteria (p. 69). 
22 
Another method used to evaluate teacher effectiveness 
has been to compare a teacher characteristics or personality 
traits with a specific outcome variable. Some traits that 
were considered in evaluating teacher effectiveness were 
sex, age, socio-economic background, academic achievement, 
marital status, intelligence, and voice quality. In an 
exhaustive study conducted in 1957 involving over 6,000 
teachers in 1,700 schools and 450 school systems, Ryan 
(1960) was unable to find any variable that had a 
significant correlation with teacher effectiveness. Ryan 
further explained that effective teaching must be correlated 
with three sets of conditions: 
1. The social or cultural group in which the teacher 
operates, involving social values which frequently 
differ from person to person, community to 
community, culture to culture, and time to time. 
2. The grade level and the subject matter being 
taught. 
3. Intellectual and personal characteristics of the 
pupils taught. 
During the 1950's, the most widely used observation 
system was developed by Ned Flanders (1950), titled the 
Flanders' System of Interaction Analysis. Flanders 
developed the classroom interaction analysis system to help 
teachers improve classroom instruction. interaction 
analysis is also used for research on the teaching-learning 
process. A further discussion of the Flanders' System of 
interaction Analysis is provided in the sub-heading titled 
"Selected Teacher Evaluation Systems" (p. 60) . 
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There are differing opinions in the literature 
concerning how much interaction analysis improved 
instruction. Cambell and Barnes (1969) reported that 
interaction analysis provided an approach for objective 
evaluation instead of the subjective evaluations 
traditionally used throughout the country. They wrote: 
We can now give the teacher something definite, 
both in the form of diagnosis and subjective 
prognosis to utilize in improving his teaching, 
and perhaps we can move away from the hopelessly 
vague folklore which has come to be known as 
education (p. 589). 
A less enthusiastic view than that of Cambell and 
Barnes was that of Resenshine (1970): 
It is possible that the major usefulness of 
Interaction Analysis will be in identifying 
extremes - those who are more or less effective - 
and that the scatter in the middle will be too 
large to fit any type of curve (p. 446). 
Research on teacher behavior continued into the 1950's. 
Clinical supervision was born out of great travail, and the 
pain of the process, according to Cogan, was shared by many 
supervisory teachers, student teachers, and university 
supervisors. 
Cogan (1973) asserts that clinical supervision is 
focused upon the improvement of the teacher's classroom 
instruction. The principal data of clinical supervision 
include records of classroom events: what the teacher and 
students do in the classroom during the teaching/learning 
process. The analysis of these data and the relationship 
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between teacher and supervisor from the basis of the 
program, procedures, and strategies designed to improve the 
students' learning by improving the teacher's classroom 
behavior. 
In the early 1960's, Dressel (1976) reported that 
Drucker and McGregor were credited with developing a system 
called "management by objectives" (MBO). The MBO process 
emphasizes the involvement of teachers in specifying 
objectives or goals and developing criteria for performance 
evaluation. 
MBO continues to be a procedure for defining common and 
interrelated goals of managers at various levels, for 
defining the role and responsibility of each individual in 
producing specified results, and for using the results 
achieved in evaluating individual efforts and increasing 
management effectiveness. A further discussion of the MBO 
system is provided in the sub-heading titled "Selected 
Teacher Evaluation Systems" (p. 60). 
A report submitted by Hicks and Janeson (1957) 
summarized the results of a questionnaire that reflected the 
procedures used by administrators for classroom observation. 
Hicks and Jameson received questionnaires from seventy 
colleges and university professors from across the United 
States. The professors were asked to report what they 
consider to be the most current practices used by 
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administrators in appraising teacher competencies. The 
practice of using rating scales, checklists, and the use of 
written reports following classroom visitations were cited 
by the professors as identifying current administrative 
practices. 
Ryans (1960) developed an instrument called a 
"Classroom Observation Record" to use in his research 
project. It was made up of twenty-four behaviors to assess. 
The first were pupil behaviors. Terms such as "apa¬ 
thetic-alert" and "uncertain-confident" were used. The 
observer had to rate the behavior on a seven point scale or 
use an "n" as a neutral mark. The last twenty behaviors to 
assess were teaching behaviors. Terms such as 
"partial-fair" and "apathetic-alert" were used to describe 
the teacher's behavior. 
Books by Simon and Boyer (1970), and Ober, Bentley, and 
Miller (1971) reviewed evaluation instruments and how to use 
them effectively in making classroom observations. In the 
revised, 1970, two volume series by Simon and Boyer on 
observation instruments, seven hundred references dealing 
with the topic of observation of student and teacher 
behaviors are reported. 
Questioning older methods of evaluation, educational 
researchers have advocated giving the teacher a more active 
role in the evaluation process. The rationale behind this 
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approach is that if a teacher has an active role in the 
evaluation process; he will be more apt to use suggested 
changes in his instruction. One system based on the teacher 
self-evaluation concept was launched by Robeson (1971). 
Using his own Teacher Self-Appraisal Observation System in 
California and Arizona schools, Robeson saw: 
1. an increased awareness of different instructional 
patterns 
2. an improvement of teacher morale and attitude 
3. improved instruction 
4. increased student achievement 
Ober et al (1971) notes that professional organizations 
such as the Association of Teacher Educators are also 
developing materials and guidelines for observing and 
assessing classroom teacher performance. Some of the 
current thrusts being examined are: the utilization of 
performance-based observation guidelines in assessing 
teacher competency, a re-examination of the potential use of 
interaction-analysis instruments as observation tools in 
assessing classroom behavior patterns, and a myriad of other 
observation and assessment procedures. 
An interesting sidelight to consider is what effect 
teacher unions and classroom teachers' opinions concerning 
evaluation will be in the future. Today, more than ever, 
teacher unions have a strong voice in the process, 
procedures and instrument used for performance appraisal. 
The purpose of teacher evaluation over the past 
centuries has changed from inspection and control to 
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improving instruction, rating teachers and making judgments 
for tenure, dismissal and promotion. 
The most recent response to attain educational 
accountability includes President Reagan's endorsement for a 
merit pay system for teachers derived from the report of the 
National Commission on Excellence in Education (1983). 
Teaching recommendations in the report intend to improve the 
preparation of teachers and to make teaching a more rewarding 
and respected profession. Such recommendations include: 
1. Persons preparing to teach should be required to 
meet high educational standards, to demonstrate 
competency in an academic discipline. Colleges 
and universities offering teacher preparation 
programs should be judged by how well their 
graduates meet these criteria. 
2. Salaries for the teaching profession should be 
increased and should be professionally competitive, 
market sensitive and performance-based. Salary, 
promotion, tenure and retention decisions should 
be tied to an effective evaluation system that 
includes peer review so that the superior teachers 
can be rewarded, average ones encouraged, and poor 
ones either improved or terminated. 
3. Master teachers should be involved in designing 
teacher preparation programs and in supervising 
teachers during their probationary years. 
A survey of current research anthologies indicates that 
interest in classroom observations have continued to develop 
at a rapid pace. Different chapters of the Second Handboo_k 
of Research and Teaching (1973) give a comprehensive 
28 
overview of how observations are used to study the teaching 
act and assess teacher competencies. 
Meisner (1978) reports that twenty-one states have 
education laws that provide specific reference to 
supervisory procedures used to evaluate teachers. A summary 
of current practices of evaluating teacher performance in 
school systems throughout the nation was published by the 
Educational Research Service in 1978. Virtually all systems 
included in the study reported that they conduct some type 
of formal evaluation of teaching performance. 
Summary 
It is difficult to draw conclusions or infer the 
directions in which classroom observation will move in 
future years. Historically, the observation process has 
moved from "inspection and control" by lay people to 
strategies for "improving teacher behavior" by researchers 
and supervisors. 
A review of the history of classroom observations leads 
to the following observations: 
1. For the better part of the century school 
districts have been experimenting with performance 
appraisal of various types. From this experience, 
about the only consensus that was developed is 
that performance appraisal is not a matter of 
choice. It is an essential and continuing 
activity in the life of the teacher and supervisor. 
The methodology employed to conduct the 
performance appraisal, however, remains a matter 
about which diverse viewpoints prevail. 
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2. Increasingly, performance appraisal is being 
considered as a means of teacher development. 
Performance appraisal is not something done to but 
for teachers and supervisors. 
3. Many appraisal systems have been ineffective 
because of a low level of systematization. 
Failure to link appraisal procedures to 
organizational purposes, to unit objectives, and 
to position goals has created considerable 
dissatisfaction with the results of performance 
appraisal. 
4. The practice of formal appraisal of teacher 
performance, as well as the theory of which it is 
based, is contemporary. In the second half of 
this century, a resurgence of interest in 
performance appraisal has become apparent, 
especially in the development of total appraisal 
programs that include all personnel in a school 
system, so as to integrate the objectives of 
individuals with those of the system and its 
long-term goals. 
5. "Accountability," "cost benefit," and "effective 
school" concepts have filtered down from federal 
and state to the local level, forcing school 
officials to reconsider the purpose, design, and 
methods of implementing appraisal systems. 
Perceptions and Apprehensions 
Toward Teacher Evaluation Programs 
There seems little need to offer an extensive justi¬ 
fication for the existence of teacher evaluation. Among 
educators it is, in fact, one of the few areas in which 
there is agreement. However, the literature indicates that 
there is often some argument at the local level about the 
purpose of evaluation. 
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Pine and Boy (1975) state that "...the ultimate purpose 
of teacher evaluation is the growth and development of the 
student. Consequently, the evaluation should revolve around 
two pivotal concerns: 
1. Are we helping students? Are we helping students 
to learn? Are we helping students to come to 
grips with ethical, moral and social questions 
which affect the quality of life? 
2. How can we improve teacher effectiveness to be a 
greater value to students? In designing a plan of 
evaluation to address these questions, we need to 
deal with the issues of who evaluates the teacher 
and what are the minimal principles and conditions 
for meaningful evaluation?" (p. 19) 
One persistent criticism of past and present evaluation 
procedures has been that teachers and supervisors do not 
always agree as to what constitutes effective teaching. In 
addition, these groups do not always agree as to what 
instruments should be used to measure teacher effectiveness. 
Historically, studies of the effectiveness of 
evaluation efforts have yielded less than positive outcomes. 
Guss (1961) , Neville (1966) , and Jackson (1968) all reported 
that their findings indicate that teachers, in general, 
perceive evaluation as a threat. Goodlad and Kline (1974) 
and Parsons (1972), reporting research on the effectiveness 
of instructional supervision, identify not one study 
relating supervisory efforts to positive teacher attitude 
and performance. 
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Soar, Medley and Coker (1983) believe that 
"...teachers' resistance to evaluation is reasonable, if 
that evaluation is subjective, unreliable, open to bias, 
closed to public scrutiny, and based on irrelevances" (p. 
246) . 
Another frequent criticism of evaluation systems is 
that teachers perceive that evaluation is something done to 
them and not for them. They have relatively little input 
and no ownership or commitment to the process. 
The Rand Corporation, under the direction of Wise and 
Darling-Hammond (1984), recently conducted a study of 
current teacher evaluation programs. One conclusion of this 
study indicates that "the involvement of the teacher 
organization in the development and oversight of teacher 
evaluation - and of other teacher policies - is a critical 
factor in the effectiveness of an evaluation process" 
(p. 2) . 
These researchers also found that "when pressure to 
improve teacher evaluation practices has increased, typical 
practice has been not to increase the ratio of evaluators to 
evaluatees but to expect principals to do better and more 
frequent evaluations. The enhanced process, while occupying 
more time, still does not produce results which can be used" 
(p. 2). 
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Kemerer (1979) notes that in some places, evaluation 
has come to mean the faculty members' salaries, promotion, 
and even continued employment are directly related to 
student scores on national achievement and aptitude tests. 
The underlying assumption, states Kemerer, is that "teachers 
have the power to defuse genetic factors, family background, 
television, peer groups, and a host of other influences on 
student behavior" (p. 25). 
At the other extreme, Kemerer acknowledges that there 
are those who are convinced that evaluation has no place in 
education because teaching is an art and thus eludes 
statistical measurement. Since this is so, they say, little 
time should be wasted in trying to adopt the evaluation and 
accountability techniques of the business world to 
education. 
Perhaps a more realistic and profitable view of 
evaluation can be found at some point between these two 
extremes. Whether we like it or not, evaluation goes on all 
the time. Students, teachers, administrators, and parents 
constantly evaluate the people, programs, and schools with 
which they are involved. 
Bohnert, MacNaughton and Rogus (1978) believe that 
individualization efforts must first be effectively focused 
in the area of teacher evaluation before efforts in other 
supervisor task areas have much chance of succeeding. 
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According to these researchers, unless progress is made in 
this area to counter past history and present school 
culture, the effectiveness of teacher assisting efforts in 
areas of orientation, inservice, etc. will be limited, at 
best. 
Based on a number of reviews of teacher dismissal cases 
(Beckham, 1981), it seems reasonable to assume that from a 
legal perspective, local evaluation systems should be 
primarily concerned with providing safeguards for the 
protection of the rights of all involved. There is no legal 
suggestion as to what the major purpose of evaluation should 
be, what data must be collected, what criteria should be 
used, or what limits should be set on the level of teacher 
involvement. Obviously, it would be to the system's 
advantage to be sure that local evaluation procedures do not 
violate due process safeguards. But it should be made clear 
that evaluation systems can provide these protections and 
still be built with the primary focus on the improvement of 
instruction. 
McGreal (1983) states that "...traditionally, local 
school systems have emphasized the accountability or 
summative function of teacher evaluation. This traditional 
view has increasingly come into conflict with the 
instructional improvement orientation being encouraged and 
supported by such factors as expanding number of tenured 
teachers, the increasing professionalising of teacher/admin- 
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istrative groups, and the increased visibility of growth 
oriented supervisory models such as clinical supervision" 
(p. 2) . 
McGreal, who worked with over 300 school systems toward 
improving teacher evaluation programs, has found that trying 
to develop an evaluation system that walks the line between 
summative and formative attitudes is extremely difficult, if 
not impossible. His experience indicates that those school 
systems whose evaluation systems are viewed most positively 
have clearly chosen to operate from a single dominant 
attitude and have used that to guide their efforts. This 
attitude has invariably been to construct or revise the 
teacher evaluation system around the concept of improving 
classroom instruction. However, it also must be clear that 
a system cannot be built that addresses only formative 
evaluation. Throughout the process of selling an 
appropriate attitude toward evaluation, the point must be 
made that a system's or a supervisor's responsibility for 
ensuring competence is not being abrogated. 
In discussing attitudes toward summative teacher 
evaluation programs, McGreal (1983) cites the following 
apprehensions: 
1. Summative teacher evaluation programs reinforce 
traditional concepts of evaluation that promote 
"watchdog" attitudes. This summative emphasis has 
a tendency to promote the use of evaluation data 
qathered for administrative purpose. It has been 
shown that teacher attitude toward evaluation is a 
significant factor in the effectiveness of a 
system. 
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Zelenak and Snider (1974) found that teachers who 
feel evaluation is for instructional purposes are 
supportive of evaluation, and teachers who feel 
evaluation is used for administrative purposes 
tend to regard the process negatively. 
2. Summative teacher evaluation programs promote low 
teacher involvement and minimal contact time 
between supervisors and teachers. Standard 
procedures in summative teacher evaluation 
programs always have something being done to the 
teachers by the supervisors. Yet teachers, 
especially tenured teachers, only change when they 
feel they are a part of the process that is 
designed to help them improve their instructions. 
Experience suggests that it is unlikely that 
teachers will be willing to change if they feel no 
ownership at all in the system. 
3. Summative teacher evaluation programs emphasize 
standardized criteria. It is particularly 
paradoxical that school districts praise them¬ 
selves for their programs emphasizing individual 
differences in students while maintaining a 
teacher evaluation system that relies on standard¬ 
ized criteria. In effect they are saying that 
regardless of grade level, subject matter, ability 
levels of students, experience, training, physical 
setting, etc., all teachers can be compared on the 
same set of criteria. This concept, according to 
McGreal, perhaps more than any other, is seen as 
the major roadblock to jointly developed 
cooperative activities between teachers and super¬ 
visors in the area of supervision and evaluation. 
4. Summative teacher evaluation criteria tend to be 
administrative rather than teaching criteria. 
Often as much as 70 percent of the criteria con¬ 
tained on summative evaluation instruments relate 
to administrative and personal concerns rather 
than to items that deal with the teacher's 
performance in the classroom. The means of 
selecting criteria for inclusion on an instrument 
only reinforces "watchdog attitudes", promotes the 
notion of a system designed primarily for admini¬ 
strative purposes rather than for instructional 
improvement, and forces time and energy on the 
part of the supervisors and the teachers in 
relatively unproductive areas. 
36 
5. Summative teacher evaluation programs force 
supervisors to make judgements between people when 
there is no need to do so. The due process 
procedures defined by law regarding the dismissal 
of tenured teachers do not require a school system 
to make comparative judgments between people. 
McGreal notes that many systems possess a false 
belief about what is required and what will aid in 
the dismissal of a tenured teacher. What has 
happened in so many systems, according to McGreal, 
is that supervisors are forced by the summative 
system to make comparisons and judgments between 
people that are ultimately never used in any way. 
Once the ratings are made, they are placed in 
personnel folders in central offices, never to be 
seen again. As the results of this type of 
administrative rating, Bolton (1973) concurs that 
the relationship between the supervisor and the 
teacher often deteriorates causing both 
individuals to question the value of the 
procedures and the purpose it serves. Before 
long, attitudes towards the evaluation system 
become so negative that there is virtually no 
chance for evaluation to have a positive effect. 
McGreal (1983) states that "The disadvantages of 
summative evaluation programs provided a major impetus for 
trying to change evaluation procedures. This dissatisfac¬ 
tion was occurring at the same time the general push for 
accountability was being felt within the educational 
community. The confluence of these two motivations for 
change created the conditions that fostered the second most 
practiced model for teacher evaluation - goal setting" 
(p. 14). 
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Summary 
Double-digit inflation, rising energy costs, and other 
economic problems promote the search for more efficient ways 
of doing things. The accountability movement has special 
significance for education, because education is an 
expensive labor-intensive operation. 
Perhaps Kemerer's (1979) study titled, "Understanding 
Faculty Unions and Collective Bargaining", best summarizes 
perceptions and apprehensions toward teacher evaluation 
programs. He found that like any process that promises 
positive results, evaluation can easily be overdone. "Just 
because a little is good, more of it won't necessarily be 
better" (p. 25). Some institutions evaluate their faculty 
members and administrators against superhuman goals, while 
others strangle themselves in a paper chase of their own 
making. In short, there does appear to be a point at which 
evaluation can yield some important results, but, for the 
benefits to be worth the costs, considerable fine tuning is 
in order. 
Kemerer's study found that administrators were 
unanimous in concluding that the benefits of evaluation 
outweigh the costs. A small percentage of faculty members, 
however, believed the reverse, with one-third opting to 
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remain neutral. As much as any in the survey, this response 
pattern shows that faculty support for evaluation while 
outwardly often strong, may have weak roots. 
Further indication of the somewhat skeptical view many 
faculty members have toward evaluation was revealed in 
several responses. Kemerer's open-ended question about 
evaluation ("If you believe your school's evaluation process 
as it pertains to you is unique in some way, please briefly 
tell how."). Several teachers wrote that, in their view, 
the benefits of staff evaluation accrue mostly to the 
administration. As one put it, "I question how much the 
faculty member at our school gets out of it; we learn little 
about how we can improve our teaching. Most of the 
information seems designed to tell the administration who's 
good and who isn't" (p. 27). 
Others, however, commented more positively. One 
respondent wrote, "I have the opportunity of sitting down 
and talking with my administrator objectively concerning my 
progress as a teacher" (p. 27). 
The comments and opinions, taken as a whole, suggest 
that the benefits of evaluation can outweight the costs, but 
that it doesn't always happen. 
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An Investigation of Those Factors 
That Influence Successful 
Teacher Evaluation Programs 
A search of the literature indicates that researchers 
and practitioners have diverse opinions about the variety of 
teacher evaluation models currently being used by school 
districts throughout the country. 
McGreal's (1983) study offers a general overview of 
this controversial issue. He states that "in most instances 
the difficulties arise not with the concept or the general 
purpose, but from the way evaluation is carried out. Actual 
evaluation is most often directed by the requirements of the 
evaluation system. And herein lies trouble, because in many 
cases the system is the problem" (p. vii). 
Certainly the major difficulties associated with 
developing effective teacher evaluation systems are 
well-documented. McGreal's study indicates that these 
difficulties include such things as poor teacher/supervisor 
attitudes toward evaluation (Wagoner and O'Hanlon, 1968), the 
difficulties in separating formative and summative 
evaluation (Raths, 1982), inadequate measurement devices 
(Popham, 1981), lack of reliable and consistent teaching 
criteria (Travers, 1981), lack of reliable data collection 
techniques (Scriven, 1981), the fallability of standard 
feedback mechanisms (McKeachie, 1976) , and the general lack 
of training of teachers and supervisors in the evaluation 
process. (McGreal, 1980). 
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The literature also indicates that while there are 
teacher evaluation models that are potentially sound and 
functional, it would be inappropriate to "buy" a particular 
model and attempt to put it in place in a local setting 
without taking into account local needs (Wise and 
Darling-Hammond, 1984, Iwanicki, 1981, McGreal, 1983, and 
Soar, Medley and Coker, 1983). 
With a great deal of duplication of items, numerous 
lists of "factors" that influence successful teacher 
evaluation programs were found in the literature. The most 
frequently occurring factors were selected by the researcher 
and are summarized to provide some general guidelines for 
selecting or redesigning a teacher evaluation program. 
Since some successful teacher evaluation programs do not 
include all those factors discussed, it is necessary to 
mention that not all factors need to be present in order for 
a program to be viewed as effective or potentially 
successful. 
Factors that appear most frequently in the literature 
include those systems that: 
1. have a clearly stated purpose and rationale for 
evaluation derived from the school district1s 
educational philosophy and goals. 
It is generally agreed that both formal and informal 
evaluation systems exist in every classroom. The informal 
system is one by which judgments are made about teachers 
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effectiveness without benefit of systematization of such 
judgments. A formal evaluation system is one established by 
the school district, endorsed by the school board, and 
operated systematically by administrators and supervisors to 
determine the extent to which evaluation objectives have 
been attained. However, "systematic" observation, according 
to Haefele (1980) , suggests that all teachers are rated on 
the same characteristics or criteria a specific number of 
times under similar conditions. As noted earlier, 
systematic observation does not guarantee reliable 
observation, bias is a constant problem. 
The purpose for which an appraisal system exists 
represents another of the critical decisions to be made in 
designing an evaluation system. There are many views about 
the purpose of evaluation, including those of French (1978), 
Kellog (1975), Beach (1975), Educational Research Service 
(1978), and Cummings and Schwad (1973). In the literature 
cited, most of the purpose of evaluation can be grouped into 
the following four categories: 
1. to determine personal employment status 
2. to implement personnel actions 
3. to improve individual performance 
4. to achieve organizational goals 
Evaluation systems have multiple uses. Properly 
designed and implemented, they produce benefits for the 
teacher, the student and the total school district. 
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2. provide an opportunity for teachers to know and 
understand the criteria by which the~are- 
evaluated. - 
What is to be evaluated is a decision equally as 
important as that governing the purposes of the evaluation 
system. Four characteristics of effective criteria, as 
suggested by Smith (1976) are: 
1. Relevant. Valid and reliable measures of 
the characteristics being 
evaluated. 
2. Unbiased. Based on the characteristics, 
not the person. 
3. Significant. Directly related to enterprise 
goals. 
4. Practical. Measurable and efficient for 
the enterprise in question. 
According to the research focusing on teacher 
evaluation criteria, there are serious problems in applying 
a process that is valid for one purpose or other purposes or 
goals. A process that produces a valid measure of 
incompetence may be ill-suited for producing ratings that 
reveal degrees of competence. A process that reveals the 
extent of improvement in particular competencies or areas of 
performance may be invalid for ranking teachers as to their 
overall competence. In adopting a teacher evaluation 
system, it is important to be explicit about the goals of 
the system. 
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McGreal (1983) writes, "The requirements placed on the 
participants in a system must completely reflect the actual 
purpose of the system. Too often evaluation systems state 
in their preambles, '...the primary purpose of evaluation is 
the improvement of instruction,' and then saddle their 
supervisors and teachers with procedures, processes, and 
instrumentation that requires ratings on standardized 
criteria that are heavily loaded toward administrative 
concerns; that produce high supervisor - low teacher 
involvement; and that promote unfocused, superficial 
classroom visitation" (p. 8). 
3. provide an opportunity for teachers, supervisors 
and administrators to become involved with 
cooperatively planning, carrying out and 
evaluating the appraisal program. 
The most recent literature and research on designing 
effective teacher evaluation programs frequently mention the 
need to involve the evaluatee in the planning and 
implementation of the evaluation program (Meyers, Kay and 
French, 1965, Hawley, 1982, Wise and Darling-Hammond, 1984 
and McNally, 1973). 
One example of a validated research program that 
successfully involved subordinates and supervisors was 
implemented at the General Electric Company in the 1960s. 
Meyers, Kay and French (1965) reported that it was important 
that a truly scientific study be done to test the 
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effectiveness of their traditional performance appraisal 
program, simply because their own experience with 
performance appraisal programs at General Electric has been 
both positive and negative. For example: 
Surveys generally show that most people think the idea 
of performance appraisal is good. They feel that an 
employee should know where he/she stands and, 
therefore, the manager should discuss and appraisal of 
his/her performance with him/her periodically. 
In actual practice, however, it is the extremely rare 
operating manager who will employ such a program on 
his/her own initiative. Personnel specialists report 
that most managers carry out performance appraisal 
interviews only when strong control procedures are 
established to ensure that they do so. This is 
surprising because the managers have been told 
repeatedly that the system is intended to help them 
obtain improved performance from their subordinates. 
These researchers also found from interviews with 
employees, who have a good deal of experience with 
traditional performance appraisal programs, that few indeed 
can cite examples of constructive action taken - or 
significant improvement achieved - which stems from 
suggestions received in a performance appraisal interview 
with their boss. 
The traditional performance appraisal program, widely 
used throughout General Electric, was a comprehensive annual 
meeting between the subordinate and his/her manager that was 
designed to serve two major purposes. The first was to 
justify recommended salary action. The second, which was 
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motivational in character, was intended to present an 
opportunity for the manager to review a subordinate's 
performance and promote discussion on needed improvements. 
The traditional annual performance appraisal method at 
General Electric was tested against a new method these 
researchers developed called Work Planning and Review 
(WP&R). The basic features of the WP&R approach differ from 
the traditional performance appraisal program in that: 
1. There are more frequent discussions of performance 
2. There are no summary judgments or ratings made 
3. Salary action discussions are held separately 
4. The emphasis is on mutual goal planning and 
problem solving. 
The results of this research study were quite 
convincing. The group who continued on the traditional 
performance appraisal showed no change in work 
effectiveness. The WP&R group, by contrast, expressed 
significantly more favorable attitudes. Specifically, their 
attitudes changed in a favorable direction over the year 
that they participated in the new WP&R program with regard 
to the: 
1. amount of help the manager was giving them in 
improving performance on the job 
2. degree to which the manager was receptive to new 
ideas and suggestion 
ability of the manager to plan 3. 
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4. extent to which the manager made use of their 
abilities and experiences 
5. degree to which they felt the goals they were 
shooting for were what they should be 
6. extent to which they received help from the 
manager in planning for future job opportunities 
7. value of the performance discussion thev had with 
their managers 
In addition to these changes in attitude, evidence was 
also found which showed clearly that the members of the WP&R 
group were much more likely to have taken specific actions 
to improve performance because of their involvement than 
were those who continued with the traditional performance 
appraisal approach. 
This study may have significant implications for 
teacher evaluation programs as well. When the purpose, 
criteria, and procedures of the evaluation program are 
established by a central authority without meaningful 
teacher participation, ineffective and needless problems are 
predictable. Teachers who have helped with the hard work of 
hammering out agreement on a set of criteria, may tend to 
agree with their appropriateness and to live with them more 
so than they would if the evaluation process, procedure and 
instrument were dictated from above. Furthermore, the 
program should be subjected to periodic review and 
modification - here again, enlisting the participation of 
teachers, supervisor, and administrators. 
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McNally (1973) found that, "one of the chief shoals on 
which teacher evaluation programs founder is the credibility 
gap that develops between teachers and evaluators, often 
arising from lack of understanding and from teacher's 
suspicions of evaluator's motives and integrity" (p. 26). 
Actively involving teachers in the performance 
evaluation process can be a key to their commitment to the 
system. Performance evaluation should not be something done 
to teachers, but rather something that is done with 
teachers; both in developing a process for evaluation and 
conducting evaluation sessions. Performance evaluation done 
in conjunction with teachers connotes a positive and 
growth-related, rather than judgmental, experience. 
4. the program encourages dialogue between teachers 
and supervisors and makes ample provisions for 
clear, personalized and constructive feedback. 
Obviously, evaluation with no follow-up is useless in 
effecting instructional improvement. Fundamentally, the 
education business is still "people business." So long as 
people continue to be our primary source as well as the 
focus of our efforts, face to face communication will still 
be the most critical technique for the transaction of our 
business. 
The conference scheduled between the teacher and the 
supervisor could be the most important step in the entire 
evaluation process. Supervisors must become aware of good 
conferencing techniques and apply these techniques as 
clearly and honestly as possible. 
49 
Hawley (1982) has developed what he considers "keys to 
effective conferences:" 
1. The supervisor's conferencing attitude is 
important and it will convey a message to the 
teacher. Think of and treat the teacher as a 
manager - one who is in charge of an enterprise - 
rather than as a worker - one who merely does as 
task as directed. 
2. Set a starting and ending time for the conference 
and stick to it. Treating the teacher's time as a 
valuable commodity helps to make the teachers feel 
important and respected. 
3. Clarify the objectives of the conference at the 
outset. What outcomes to you hope for? Is there 
an expectation of a product such as a professional 
improvement plan or performance objectives 
statement? 
4. Elicit feedback on the objectives you have stated 
and ask for additional objectives from the 
teacher. 
5. Prepare for the conference in advance. Have ready 
any forms, notes, or other materials you may wish 
to use. Ask the teacher to prepare in advance a 
list of questions, concerns or issues which he/she 
would like to have as part of the agenda. 
6. Decide with care where the conference should take 
place and how the seating should be arranged. 
Holding the conference in your office may be the 
most logical place, but holding it in the 
teacher's classroom or in a faculty workroom may 
help certain teachers to feel more comfortable and 
autonomous. 
7. Use supportive body language. An open, relaxed, 
attentive posture will help the teacher to feel 
important, respected and understood. 
For a feedback conference following an observation 
or visit, first let the teacher review all of the 
events and details of what went on when the 
supervisor was visiting. 
8. 
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9. Encourage self-evaluation on the part of the 
teacher. What things was the teacher especially 
pleased about? What outcomes, in terms of 
students' attitudes, behavior, and achievement, 
might the teacher focus on improving another time? 
10. Give additional feedback in such a way that the 
teacher knows that you understand your luxurious 
position as a "Monday morning quarterback." 
11. Frame suggestions in terms of more and less 
effective rather than in .terms of good and bad. 
In most cases it is more productive to talk in 
terms of which things are more useful or more 
effective and which less useful or less effective 
in reaching a certain outcome. 
12. To give feedback, use goal-setting rather than 
negative criticism. It is generally 
counterproductive to describe to a teacher what 
he/she did that you didn't like. Any negative 
criticism can be restated as a goal. 
13. Set goals for teachers broad enough so that the 
teachers have some autonomy in choosing the means 
of attaining the goal. If the supervisor 
specifies a certain procedure for attaining a 
goal, the teacher need not commit him/herself to 
making the procedure work and can blame any 
failure on the administrator. 
14. Give the teacher an opportunity to give you 
feedback on the conference. This procedure helps 
to convey the message that you are interested in 
self-improvement and in improving and maintaining 
the quality of the entire organization - not just 
the teacher's performance. 
15. Be sure to close the conference on time and on a 
positive note. Show the teacher that he/she is 
important to you and that this conference has been 
an important meeting. 
5. work toward developing and maintaining 
evaluation programs that are as valid and 
reliable as possible. 
Validity and reliability are especially significant in 
evaluations made for administrative purposes (decisions 
pertaining to tenure, promotion, salary and dismissal, 
etc.), but they are also important in the instructional 
improvement function. 
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McNally (1973) states that for the purpose of teacher 
evaluation, validity should be considered to be the degree 
to which the factors evaluated are important to the learning 
of children and to the successful functioning of the school. 
Whether or not the classroom shades are drawn evenly, or a 
teacher's report to the office is neatly done, are not valid 
criteria of effective instruction. Whether or not a teacher 
can maintain reasonable control of the class is. The 
factors to be evaluated may be embodied in, or dictated by, 
the criteria. Cooperative development of the criteria and 
the use of research findings will help assure validity. 
A second condition of validity is that an adequate 
sampling of the teacher's classroom behavior must be 
observed. A National Education Association Study (1964) 
found that most principals did not visit teachers' 
classrooms on a regular basis, that about 15 percent of the 
teachers were visited only once in the course of the year, 
and 20.8 percent of the teachers evaluated were not visited 
at all. Despite protestation to the contrary, one has to be 
highly skeptical that a principal can make a valid and 
reliable evaluation teacher's performance without a number 
of observations of the teacher at work in class. A third 
requirement of validity, according to McNally (1973), is 
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that the criteria should be related to the needs and 
conditions of the local setting. It is unlikely, for 
example, that a set of criteria would have equal validity in 
the class of a teacher of French in a well-to-do-suburb, a 
physical education session in a middle class area, a reading 
class for retarded readers in a "core area" of a great city, 
and a class in creative dramatics anywhere. Cooperative 
development of the purposes and criteria of evaluation 
program can help assure success in achieving validity. 
Realibility, on the other hand, refers to the degree to 
which different evaluators agree in their evaluation made of 
a teacher on the same criteria, or that the same evaluator 
would agree with himself on evaluations of the same teacher 
on different occasions. 
McNally (1973) believes that reliability of evaluations 
can be substantially increased in at least three ways. 
First, the observer should have an observation guide that 
embodies criteria by which the observed teacher is to be 
evaluated. Second, the observer should concentrate on a 
limited range of criteria during any given visit. Third, 
observers who undergo a period of training on how to observe 
and how to record the results of their observations will 
make more reliable evaluations than observers who are not 
trained. 
encourages and utilizes a^ teacher se 1 f~ 
evaluation process. 
6. 
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In true self-evaluation, teachers collect their own 
data and make their own judgments about their own teaching. 
Supervisors must also take the time to become familiar with 
the teacher's past performance. Self-evaluation data are 
most effective when they are shared and discussed with 
someone else. The ultimate purpose of the self-evaluation 
process is to allow the teacher and supervisor to analyze 
philosophy, goals and past performance. Form this analysis, 
the teacher and supervisor can identify priorities and begin 
dialogue that will focus on instructional improvement. 
Brighton (1965) summarizes three major reasons for 
emphasizing self-evaluation: 
1. When self-evaluation is utilized, the teacher 
shares with his professional colleagues the 
responsibilities for improving his performance. 
Academic freedom and professional recognition 
require that the teacher himself assume the 
responsibility. 
2. Teachers, particularly those aspiring to enhance 
professional status, regard self-evaluation as the 
most acceptable type of evaluation. 
3. Self-evaluation is the ultimate goal of any 
teacher evaluation program that seeks to promote 
better performance and to enhance professional 
status. Teachers are like other professional 
people. The best and only effective motive for 
change is one that comes from within. 
The literature related to self-evaluation frequently 
mentions that most of the inadequacies attached to 
self-evaluation are not weaknesses in the concept. Rather 
they result from the misunderstanding or misuse of the 
concept in school districts. 
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Brighton (1965) also lists three major problems of 
self-evaluation: 
1. Many teachers, particularly those who are marginal 
or insecure, tend to overrate themselves. Each 
tends to think that he is doing as well as he can 
under the circumstances. 
2. Emotionally secure teachers tend to underrate 
themselves. 
3. Few are able to be objective in assessing their 
own performance, with the result that 
self-evaluation is both inaccurate and unreliable. 
Ultimately, a self-evaluation process should act as a 
catalyst to promote dialogue between the teacher and 
supervisor. Such dialogue should focus on encouraging 
teachers to use their strengths and develop methods to 
overcome weaknesses. 
7. encourages the use of alternative sources 
of data to measure teacher effectiveness 
Both teachers and supervisors recognize the value of 
and necessity for evaluation; however, the need for a good 
evaluation process and the means for achieving a valid 
evaluation are two different things. Although there have 
been numerous attempts to develop uniform standards of 
teaching effectiveness commonly agreed upon throughout the 
profession, there is, to date, no such process, procedure or 
instrument. Perhaps this message is an indication that 
teacher evaluation programs should be more individualized 
and redesigned to include district's educational goals, 
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management style, conception of teaching, and dominant 
community values. For evaluation to be effective, it must 
be based upon the understanding that both teacher and 
administrator will realize benefits from knowing how well 
the teacher is performing. 
Among the literature related to alternative sources of 
evaluation data, McGreal (1983) provides seven broad 
techniques for collecting data in teacher evaluation. 
However, he states, "All have some logic and value, but not 
all of them are practical as a regular part of a teacher 
evaluation system" (p. 125). These additional sources of 
data include. 
1. Classroom observation 
2. Self-evaluation 
3. Parent evaluation 
4. Peer evaluation 
5. Student performance 
6. Student evaluation 
7. Artifact collection 
The availability of alternative or additional sources of 
data is an important part of effective evaluation systems; 
however, each method cited has had conflicting results. 
Much research is needed to learn more about each method. 
Of the seven sources of data listed, artifact 
collection is recognized as having the most potential. 
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Artifacts, according to McGreal (1983), are defined as 
simple objects, usually tools or ornaments, that show human 
workmanship or modification as distinguished from a natural 
object. The term "artifacts" connotes utility. Teaching 
artifacts include all instructional materials teachers use 
to facilitate student learning - everything from commercial 
textbooks, workbooks and supplementary texts to learning 
kits, maps, audiovisual aids, films, dittoed materials, 
study guides, question sheets, worksheets, practice sets, 
quizzes, and tests. 
McGreal (1983) recognizes that it is not difficult to 
sell the concept, to get the teachers to see the usefulness 
of a joint review and discussion about artifacts. It is the 
next step that is often difficult: how to tell a "good" 
artifact from a "bad" one. What perspective or framework 
can be used to review these materials? Unfortunately, 
research or even general discussion of artifacts is 
virtually nonexistent. 
Distinctions can be clearly drawn between the 
subjective and objective systems of teacher evaluation; both 
have obvious strengths and weaknesses. All techniques 
should employ the strengths of both objective and subjective 
evaluation processes and insure that necessary interaction 
takes place between the teacher and evaluator. Appraisal 
should insure that the major intent of the evaluation 
process is toward the professional development of the 
teacher and pupil growth. 
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8. design their evaluation system around 
substantive due process procedures. 
Violations of substantive due process occur when the 
government denies individual rights to liberty or property 
through acts that represent an arbitrary exercise of 
government power. 
The literature pertaining to due process claims in 
teacher evaluations reveals that the courts go beyond the 
procedural question to examine the justification for the 
action. The question of substantive fairness in school 
board employment decisions predicated on teacher evaluations 
were sufficient to meet the requisite standard of 
substantial evidence. Substantial evidence is that which a 
reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a 
conclusion. In essence, did the evaluations produce 
evidence sufficient to defend the governmental action 
against the charge of being arbitrary and capricious? 
In using teacher evaluations as support for employment 
decisions, courts have recognized that a rational 
relationship must exist between the conduct being complained 
of and the duties to be performed. Since teacher 
evaluations primarily are used to assess classroom 
performance, they can be critical in establishing this 
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relationship. In part, this performance assessment protects 
the individual teacher from arbitrary dismissal and; in 
Part, it protects students who are entitled to an adequate 
and meaningful educational opportunity which is abridged if 
incompetent or inefficient teaching prevails. 
The courts have reasoned that there are few, if any, 
objective criteria for evaluating teacher performance or 
determining what constitutes just cause for dismissal. 
Therefore, each case must be assessed on its own facts and 
the standard of substantial evidence individually applied. 
Webb (1963) concludes that although it may seem to some 
school administrators or boards that the legal parameters of 
teacher evaluation are too constricting, in fact there 
exists no real conflict between effective evaluation 
practices and due process rights of teachers. Due process 
considerations are consistent with the goal of evaluation 
which is to improve instruction. Due process speaks to 
fairness. 
In teacher evaluations, according to Webb (1983), 
fairness implies that; 
1. the teacher knows what standards of performance 
are expected and what criteria and procedures will 
be used in evaluation; 
2. evaluations take place within reasonable time 
frames; 
adequate notice of evaluation results is provided; 3. 
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4. the reasons for an employment decision or notice 
that remediation is needed is of such clarity as 
to provide the teacher direction for correction; 
5. a reasonable time is given to carry out prescribed 
improvement; 
6. the teacher is given a chance to improve; 
7. the evaluation is of a form and nature to provide 
substantial evidence for employment decisions. 
If these elements of fairness are incorporated into a 
school district s evaluation policy, employment decisions 
will be more defensible. Also, individual and school 
improvement in the quality of instruction will be facilitated 
(Webb) 1983). 
9. can justify teacher evaluation costs in 
relationship to benefits. 
Hard times suggest another reason for careful 
evaluation of personnel; the quest for job security assures 
that negative employment decisions will be challenged more 
and more. Therefore, if a school district decides to 
redesign their teacher evaluation program, it must determine 
if the costs are worth the benefits. 
One of the most common obstacles to successful teacher 
evaluation programs is cost. In designing any evaluation 
program, it will be essential to develop detailed and 
realistic estimates of all likely costs, to specify intended 
benefits, to compare the potential benefits with other 
district objectives, and to determine whether the benefits 
are important enough to justify the required investment. 
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Cost estimates should include staff time requirements, 
an item that is often overlooked. As planning proceeds, 
specific time estimates should be developed for each 
required activity. Cresap, McCormick and Paget (1984) feel 
that staff time should be expressed in hours per year and 
translated into full-time equivalent positions. Once time 
requirements have been calculated, the district must decide 
whether these new responsibilities can be assumed by 
existing staff members or whether additional staff will be 
required. If existing staff are to do some or all of what 
is required, some of their current responsibilities will 
have to be eliminated, conducted more efficiently, or 
delegated. If they are to be transferred or delegated, more 
time and perhaps staff will be required elsewhere. 
The evaluation of teacher performance need not be the 
sole responsibility of the School's principal. In fact, 
Wise and Darling-Hammond (1984) suggest "...a shift from 
principal to experts as evaluators, from bureaucratic 
rituals to professional responsibility" (p. 2) . Although 
they admit that such a shift would be difficult, they 
conclude, "Since the bureaucratic approach has heavy costs, 
it may be time to try the professional approach" (p. 2) . 
Kemerer (1979) notes that evaluating people and 
institutions is very much a contemporary trend in school 
management. It is a good thing to be involved in In his 
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view, however, the costs of evaluation can easily outweigh 
the benefits and needlessly traumatize the entire school. 
He states that an evaluation system takes time to develop; 
it is not an end in itself but part of a large effort to 
improve the functioning of schools and serve the needs of 
those who work and study in them. 
10. provide a complete training program for those 
involved in the evaluation process. 
Regardless of the type of evaluation system that a 
school district chooses to use, it is imperative that 
teachers, supervisors, administrators, and school board 
members are knowledgeable of the entire process. If a 
complete program is provided, teachers will not only know 
what is expected of them, but will realize the purpose of 
the evaluation system. Teachers, supervisors and 
administrators should receive approximately the same 
training. 
Iwanicki (1981) notes that one problem with 
implementing a new teacher evaluation program is the 
"transplant problem." Here, a school organization assumes 
that it does not need to plan its own teacher evaluation 
program, since it can acquire a quality evaluation program 
from another setting. When attempts are made to conduct 
such transplants, however, it is soon found that the 
differences in the administrative, staff, program, and 
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material resources between the two settings makes it 
impossible to implement the teacher evaluation program in 
the new setting without considerable modification. 
Iwanicki (1981) stresses that before the new evaluation 
program is implemented, inservice programs need to be 
planned that: 
1. introduce staff to the teacher evaluation process; 
2. train staff in skill areas relevant to the 
effective implementation of the process; 
3. afford staff the opportunity to voice and resolve 
their concerns about the process. 
Iwanicki feels that well planned inservice programs 
need not take significant amounts of time to adequately 
prepare participants. Certainly the time spent in training 
activities has implications far beyond the preparation for 
successful implementation of the evaluation system. 
Focusing the training adds credibility to the idea that the 
district wants the system to work and is willing to develop 
the skills to make it succeed. 
Selected Teacher Evaluation Systems 
A review of the literature regarding the variety of 
ways in which the general concept of teacher evaluation is 
implemented revealed that evaluation systems were as 
numerous as the number of school boards across the country. 
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From the literature, the writer selected those evaluation 
systems that concentrate on improving teacher instruction 
through a formative evaluation approach. 
These systems include a process and procedure whereby 
supervisors and teachers have the opportunity throughout the 
school year to promote dialogue that focuses on teacher 
effectiveness. The writer does not presume that these 
systems alone should be the sole criteria for measuring 
teacher performance; however, depending on local needs, each 
system appears to have merit toward encouraging teachers and 
supervisors to work on improving specific teaching 
techniques. 
The formative teacher evaluation programs selected 
include: Peer-Mediated Self-Appraisal, Management by 
Objectives, Staff Performance Improvement and Appraisal 
Program, Individual Progress Model for Teachers, Flander's 
System of Interaction Analysis, Contract Plan, 
Differentiated Supervision, Cincinnati Appraisal Plan, 
Performance Objectives Approach and the Practical 
Goal-Setting Approach. 
Peer-Mediated Self-Appraisal 
Barber and Klein (1983) of the Phi Delta Kappa Center 
for Evaluation, Development, and Research, devised the 
Peer-Mediated Self-Appraisal System (PMSA) for the purpose 
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of allowing faculty members to control their own formative 
evaluation each year, without coercion, threat, or 
intimidation, while one-third are undergoing a concurrent 
summative evaluation. 
The PMSA is an evaluation system that makes the most of 
the distinction between formative and summative evaluation. 
It is both formative and summative, satisfying the demands 
of teachers, administrators, and evaluators. PMSA, 
according to these authors, should be considered an 
extension of preservice and inservice training. 
Periodically, supervisors carefully monitor teachers' 
performance, and teachers are helped to learn skills that 
will align their performance with district standards. 
Figure 1 (page 67) is an outline of the PMSA system. 
The first component of PMSA concerns beginning teachers 
and those new to the district. It is summative in nature 
and enables administrators to decide whether new and 
beginning teachers can teach to the standard level of 
competence established by the district. 
New and beginning teachers have an opportunity: 1) to 
show evidence of their ability to teach to the standard 
level, 2) to show evidence of their ability to conduct an 
adequate self-appraisal, 3) to show evidence that they can 
use peer review to improve their teaching, 4) to determine 
whether their previous training has been adequate to allow 
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them to teach at the level of the district standards, and 
5) to receive instruction in effective teaching techniques 
and strategies. 
If, during their first two years, new and beginning 
teachers meet the criterion (i.e. the standard level of 
competence) established by the district, they enter the 
second component of the PMSA system, probationary status. 
If they fail to meet the district criterion, they are 
terminated. The evaluation that takes place during a 
teacher's probationary status is summative in nature, but 
less so than during the first two years. Teachers enter 
probationary status from two sources - teachers just 
beginning their third year of teaching in the district and 
previously tenured teachers who were placed on intensive 
assistance and have completed that component successfully. 
All teachers placed on probationary status are treated 
equally. They have the opportunity to demonstrate that they 
can use the standard formative evaluation system 
successfully and that they can meet the standard for 
teaching set by the district. 
The standard formative evaluation component deals 
solely with the processes and strategies of teaching. Its 
purpose is to improve the performance of individual 
teachers, In inservice training sessions, teachers learn 
information, skills and techniques that enable them to use 
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the feedback provided by peer review to improve their 
teaching. The training is provided by a board made up 
solely of teachers and the sessions are held in teacher 
centers provided by the district. 
Under this system, tenured teachers are professionally 
obligated to undergo self-evaluation annually and to use 
review periodically. Teachers must keep their own 
records, proving that they have met minimum requirements for 
self-evaluation and peer review. These records should be 
presented to a supervisor during the professional review 
component of the PMSA system. The information teachers 
actually submit refers only to the completion of peer review 
and self-appraisal, not to the content of the files 
generated during the formative evaluation. 
Standard professional review should occur at least once 
every three years for each teacher; thus one-third of the 
faculty is under review in the course of a given year. 
Prior to the standard professional review, teachers and 
supervisors should have developed a contract identifying the 
obligations of each. The school district must provide 
teachers with a job description, a list of the district's 
minimum standards of competence in teaching, and specific 
criteria that will be used to judge competence in the 
professional review, intensive assistance, and probationary 
status components. 
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If a teacher fails to meet the terms of his or her 
contract during the three—year formative evaluation period, 
the district may place the teacher on intensive assistance, 
after a standard performance review. Should the district 
fail to meet the terms of the teacher's contract during the 
formative evaluation period, that teacher is automatically 
placed on another three-year cycle of standard formative 
evaluation. 
Teachers who fail to pass the standard professional 
review are placed on intensive assistance. Two things occur 
before teachers move to intensive assistance: a remedial 
contract is developed, and a curtain is drawn around all 
preceding evaluation data. The remedial contract should 
specify those behaviors that need correction, the assistance 
to be provided, and the evaluation criteria. The test of 
each part of the contract is twofold: 1) Does it clearly 
specify desired behaviors that are outlined in the teaching 
standards of the district? 2) Is each term of the contract 
reasonable? 
During the intensive assistance, the teacher receives 
written orders that must be reasonable, valid, and tied to 
the district's standards of performance. In addition, each 
order must have a specified time limit for compliance. If a 
teacher fails to comply with a written order that meets 
these conditions, then that teacher may be terminated. If a 
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teacher meets all the terms of the contract, follows the 
orders, and meets district standards, he or she is placed on 
probation and given an opportunity to demonstrate competence 
under the standard formative evaluation system, while being 
observed and taught how to use self-evaluation and peer 
review. 
Barber and Klein recognize that the PMSA system is 
built on several assumptions. First, the district must 
identify and adopt clear standards for teaching, assessment 
measures, workable board policies and inservice training 
programs for teachers, supervisors and administrators. 
Second, the district must adopt and use objective 
measures in the professional review component of this 
system. Thus an implied third assumption is that 
administrators and supervisors will receive training in the 
use objective measures and that a major part of their own 
self-evaluation will consist of examining how well they 
evaluate others. The fourth assumption concerns the 
district's willingness to invest the financial and human 
resources necessary to train teachers, supervisors and 
administrators adequately. 
The final assumption appears to be the most difficult. 
The administration, the school board, the public, and the 
teachers themselves must be willing to accept the fact that 
the position of "teacher" is a professional position of 
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importance and valuable enough to the community to justify 
the expenditure of public funds to upgrade their skills. 
Management by Objectives 
George Odiorne (1979) offers a general description of 
the Management by Objectives system (MBO): 
"It is the process whereby the superior and subordinate 
managers of an organization jointly identify its common 
goals, define each individual’s major areas of 
responsibility in terms of the results expected of him, 
and use these guides for operating the unit and 
assessing the contribution of each of its members" 
p. 53). 
The major premises of MBO, as stated to Odiorne, are as 
follows: 
1. MBO presumes that the first step in management is 
to identify by one means or another the goals of 
the organization. All other management methods 
and subsystems follow this preliminary step. 
2. Once organizational goals have been identified, 
responsibility is distributed among individual 
managers in such a way that their combined efforts 
are directed toward achieving those goals. 
3. Managerial behavior is assumed to be more 
important than personality, and this behavior 
should be defined in terms of results measured 
against established goals, rather than in terms of 
common goals for all managers or common methods of 
managing. 
4. While participation is highly desirable in goal 
setting and decision making, its principal merit 
lies in social and political value rather than its 
effect and production. 
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The MBO cycle, Figure 2, has a strong accountability 
orientation. Individuals are accountable for their 
contributions to certain predetermined outcomes. Thus, the 
MBO process would be most appropriate for those school 
systems who want an evaluation system that emphasizes 
accountability. 
The MBO Cycle 
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The limitations of management by objectives as viewed 
by Bolton (1980), McGrew (1971) and Odiorne (1979) are: 
1* It requires that considerable training be provided 
and that adequate amounts of time be available for 
staff to establish objectives. 
2. It cannot appraise nor completely identify 
potential. The system deals only with performance 
on the present job. Appraisal of potential must 
be done separately. 
3. The system presumes that subordinate and boss will 
together establish suitable standards that will 
serve the company well. 
4. It places strict limitations on subordinates and 
managers. 
The MBO process, as a goal-setting teacher evaluation 
system, has some restrictions. The nature of the goals and 
the teacher's flexibility in setting them are limited by the 
narrowed range of acceptable objectives growing out of the 
district's and the supervisor's goals. The emphasis on 
measurable and observable objectives would seem to limit 
both the range of objectives and the type of measurement 
activities available. McGreal (1983) fees that while MBO 
clearly contains the positive elements of goal-setting and 
can provide a very useful planning model, the techniques and 
procedures inherent in MBO do not transfer easily into a 
practical teacher evaluation system. 
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Staff Performance Improvement and Appraisal Program 
The Staff Performance Improvement and Appraisal Program 
(SPI&A) was developed by L.E. Shuck and Robert Otto of the 
Newport-Mesa Unified School District in Newport Beach, 
California. Neidermeyer and Klein (1972) state that "...it 
is an accountability system in which pupil performance 
serves as the primary criterion for evaluation and decision 
making" (p. 100). 
Essentially, SP&A consists of two cycles: the 
"appraisal cycle" and the "improvement cycle". During an 
appraisal cycle (normally once a semester), a teacher 
submits instructional objectives covering two subject areas 
for the principal's approval. At the end of the semester, 
data are submitted documenting the extent to which the 
objectives were attained by the teacher's pupils. 
During an improvement cycle (one or more during each 
appraisal cycle) , a teacher submits a lesson plan containing 
preassessment data and instructional objectives to a team of 
fellow teachers. The team then observes the lesson, meets 
to decide if the objectives were attained, and finally 
confers with the teacher who gave the lesson. Information 
from the appraisal cycle, but not the improvement cycle, is 
then used by the principal at the end of the year as part of 
the teacher's formal evaluation statement. 
The Appraisal Cycle 
1. At the beginning of the semester, a committee of 
teachers assigns the staff to teams of four 
members each. The criteria for forming teams are: 
(a) different grade levels are represented on each 
team; (b) each team is balanced according to 
experience with and attitude toward SPI&A. 
2. Each teacher completes appraisal cycle forms in 
two subject matter areas. This form usually 
contains the stated objective (s) , results of the 
pretest, the performance criteria, the criterion 
measures (pretest and posttest attached), and the 
evaluation (data collection) plan. 
3. Each of the team members must sign the written 
form before it is submitted to the principal. 
4. The form is reviewed and, if approved, signed by 
the principal. 
5. At the end of the semester, the teacher posttests 
the class relative to the objectives. The teacher 
reports the results to the team members who 
determine whether or not the objectives were 
attained. This form must reach the principal 
prior to a prespecified date. 
6. The principal examines appraisal cycle documents 
and submits a written evaluation to the personnel 
office regarding the instruction aspects of the 
teacher's total job performance that stem from the 
SPI&A documentation. 
The Improvement Cycle 
The teacher prepares a lesson plan containing the 
same information required for the semester-long 
appraisal cycle, but the objectives are much more 
limited and designed to be accomplished in a 
single lesson rather than over an entire semester. 
The teacher submits copies of the plan to other 
team members. The team members review the plan 
and meet with the teacher. Any changes in the 
plan are negotiated at this preobservation 
conference. 
2. 
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3. The team members observe the teacher administering 
the lesson. (Team member's classes are covered in 
a variety of ways during the observation time). 
4. The observers collect the posttest results and 
meet to determine if the objectives were met. 
5. The observers meet with the teacher to discuss the 
results and to provide suggestions that will 
improve the teacher’s competencies in promoting 
pupil learning. 
6. The teacher writes a statement as to the extent to 
which the objectives were attained and lists the 
suggestions given by the observers. This document 
is approved by the team members and submitted to 
the principal. 
The SPI&A plan is logically sound in that teachers are 
accountable for defining instructional goals in terms of 
pupil goals. Teachers, in turn, are evaluated not on 
means oriented criteria, such as teaching methods employed, 
but on what children are to learn and whether or not they 
are indeed learning. However, one obvious difficulty is the 
amount of out-of-class time team teachers spend for 
conferences and observations. This scheduling dilemma may 
discourage administrators from implementing this system 
throughout the school year; however, this interdepartmental 
appraisal system could prove practical if implemented during 
a specified topic, chapter, or unit of instruction as part 
of a teacher improvement program. 
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Individual Progress Model for Teachers 
Instructional improvement activities progress on a 
continuum from those imposed by the supervisors to those 
formulated when needed. In the latter, the supervisor 
becomes a catalyst rather than the sole initiator in the 
teacher's quest for self-improvement. Although the 
supervisor is a key ingredient, there is little doubt that 
the teacher is the critical agent in the instructional 
improvement. 
Dalton and Krajewski (1975) feel that if the teacher is 
to be held accountable for his success, then the need for 
self-appraisal increases. Before any effective teaching 
behavior can take place, the teacher must first know 
himself. 
According to these authors, each teacher has a 
distinctive and individual style. There is simply no one 
model that must be replicated. If a teacher is to improve 
his individual techniques and rapport with his students, he 
must be provided opportunities by which he can evaluate his 
own classroom performance. Self-analysis and human 
confrontations are necessary prerequisites for instructional 
success. 
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The key here is that the teacher must first see the 
need for self-improvement. Once the need is apparent, 
precise objectives can be delineated for this achievement 
and an evaluation process determined. All objectives must 
lead to the accomplishment of the main objective - that of 
improving learning for students. 
Dalton and Krajewski recommend three methods of 
self-appraisal: (a) the Flander's Interaction Analysis 
system (see page 82), videotape and (c) student rating. 
With these methods, and others, one may construct an 
individual progress model for self-improvement. Since no 
one model will be applicable for all situations, the authors 
stress that teachers or supervisors develop the model 
appropriate for their purposes. These authors offer two 
progress models for teachers. 
In Model No. 1 (figure 3), the supervisor is present in 
an advisory capacity as depicted by the broken line 
relationship. Some initial input from the supervisor may be 
desirable or necessary to assist the teacher in defining 
objectives for effective teaching. The teacher may also 
consult with the supervisor if the need or the desire 
arises. The broken lines on the model indicates the 
relationship of the supervisor to the teacher and to other 
parts of the model. It is to be stressed that relationships 
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indicated by the broken line are initiated when the teacher 
so desires. The key to successful implementation of the 
model is the teacher - the supervisor assists if necessary 
and to the degree desired by the teacher. 
Figure 3 
Model Number One 
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In Model No. 2 (figure 4), as in Model No. 1, it is 
assumed that the teacher is the primary instructional 
improvement agent and the supervisor is present in an 
advisory capacity only when needed. 
As with Model No. 1, Model No. 2 is cyclical in nature. 
Entry to the model may be in either of two places: 
(a) self- ratings or (b) objectives. Regardless of the 
entry point, it is again assumed that the teacher beings 
with a felt need for self-improvement. 
Figure 4 
Model Number Two 
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These models are designed for teachers who desire a 
sound base for professional growth. Teachers are and should 
be the single most important factor in instructional 
improvement. However, the school district, from top to 
bottom, must promote and encourage teachers to experiment 
with teaching and learning strategies that expand 
alternatives and resources for learning. The threat of 
failure with such experiments must be minimal. 
Flanders System of Interaction Analysis 
Ned A. Flanders (1970) and associates at the University 
of Minnesota developed classroom interaction analysis 
between 1955 and 1960. Classroom interaction analysis 
refers not to one system, but to many systems for coding 
spontaneous verbal communication, arranging the data into a 
useful display, and then analyzing the results in order to 
study patterns of teaching and learning. Each system is 
essentially a process of encoding and decoding, i.e., 
categories of classifying statements are established, a code 
symbol is assigned to each category, and a trained observer 
records data by jotting down code symbols. Decoding is the 
reverse process: a trained analyst interprets the display 
of coded data in order to make appropriate statements about 
the original events that were encoded, even though he/she 
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may not have been present when the data were collected. A 
particular system for interaction analysis will usually 
include: (a) a set of categories, each defined clearly, 
(b) a procedure for observation and a set of ground rules 
which govern the coding process, (c) steps for tabulating 
the data in order to arrange a display which aids in 
describing the original events, and (d) suggestions which 
can be followed in some of the more common applications. 
Figure 5 lists ten categories: seven are used when the 
teacher is talking, two are used when any pupil is talking, 
and the last category is used to indicate silence or 
confusion. As far as communication is concerned, Flanders 
feels that these three conditions (a) teacher talk, 
(b) pupil talk, and (c) silence or confusion, exhaust all 
the possibilities. 
To implement the FSIA system, an observer would sit in 
the classroom in the best position to hear and see the 
participants. As often as possible, he/she decides which 
category best represents the communication events just 
completed. The observer then writes down this category 
number while he simultaneously assesses the continuing 
communication. Observation continues as at a rate of 20 to 
25 tallies per minutes, keeping the tempo as steady as 
possible. This usually works out to about one tally every 
three seconds. 
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Figure 5 
Flanders' Interaction Analysis Categories 
Response 
1. Accepts feeling. Accepts and 
clarifies an attitude or the 
feeling tone of a pupil in a 
nonthreatening manner. 
2. Praises or encourages. 
Praises or encourages pupil 
action or behavior. 
3. Accepts or uses ideas of 
pupils. Clarifying, building, 
or developing ideas suggested 
by a pupil. 
Teacher 
Talk 
4. Asks questions. Asking a 
question about content or 
procedure, based on teacher 
ideas, with the intent that a 
pupil will answer. 
5. Lecturing. Giving facts or 
opinions about content or 
procedures; expressing his own 
ideas, giving his own 
explanation. 
Initiation 6. Giving directions. Direc¬ 
tions, commands, or orders to 
which a student is expected to 
comply. 
7. Criticizing or justifying 
authority. Statements 
intended to change pupil 
behavior from nonacceptable to 
acceptable patterns. 
Pupil 
Talk 
Reponse 8. Pupil talk-response. Talk by 
pupils in response to teacher. 
Initiation 9. Pupil talk—initiation. Talk 
by pupils when they initiate. 
Silence 10. Silence or confusion. Pauses, 
short periods of silence and 
periods of confusion in which 
communication cannot be under¬ 
stood by the observer. 
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Flanders (1970) states that "...the purpose of 
interaction analysis is to study teaching behavior by 
keeping track of selected events that occur during classroom 
interaction. On application of these activities is to help 
&n individual develop and control his teacher behavior. A 
second application is discovering through research how to 
explain the variations which occur in the chain of classroom 
events. These explanations are meant to focus on teaching 
behavior and its relationship to classroom interaction and 
educational outcomes" (p. 35). 
The FSIA system appears to be most useful when 
evaluating teacher/student interactions during the learning 
process. This system provides an excellent opportunity for 
the teacher and the supervisor to focus their efforts on one 
specific teaching technique (i.e. the teacher's questioning 
methods), but should not be used as the sole criteria for 
evaluating a teacher's overall performance. 
Such a system requires a great deal of devotion by 
supervisors and teachers. To be effective, this system must 
encourage a philosophy of teacher evaluation that focuses on 
providing teachers and supervisors the opportunity to work 
together to enhance the improvement of teaching instruction. 
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Contract Plan 
A review of teacher evaluation techniques (McNeil and 
Popham, 1973; Haefele, 1980) indicates clearly that contract 
plans are an effective technique when the purpose of 
evaluation is to improve teacher performance through a 
professional development program tailored to the needs of 
the teacher. 
Iwanicki (1981) feels that the contract plan is a 
professional growth-oriented approach to evaluating teacher 
performance. He outlines the contract plan, which includes 
a five step approach and provides the reader with a brief 
description of each step as follows; 
Step 1. Teacher conducts self-evaluation and 
identifies areas in which a need for 
improvement is perceived. 
A commonly used approach is for teachers to review 
their performance as it relates to their job description. A 
quality job description can be coverted quite easily into a 
self-evaluation form by asking the teacher to identify those 
areas in which most improvement is desired. 
Step 2. Teacher develops draft performance 
contract (s). 
When drafting a performance contract, some teachers 
experience difficulty in stating their objectives due to 
confusion resulting from the different ways in which the 
" has been defined in education. It is term "objectives 
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important to explain to teachers that two complimentary 
categories of objectives transcend the educational process: 
student performance objectives and teacher performance 
objectives. Student performance objectives describe the 
educational outcomes expected of the student. Teacher 
performance objectives describe what the teacher is going to 
facilitate toward those expected student outcomes. 
Step 3. Teacher and evaluator confer to discuss 
and finalize performance contract. 
It is sometimes difficult to approach this process in a 
trusting manner because of the image of evaluation and the 
evaluator that has been promulgated in education over the 
years. To overcome this image, both the teacher and the 
evaluator need to understand clearly the purpose of the 
conference as well as their roles and responsibilities 
during the conference. 
Step 4. Monitoring teacher performance. 
In practice, teacher progress if monitored both on a 
formal and informal basis. On a formal basis, the teacher 
and the evaluator confer at various times during the year to 
discuss the teacher's progress. At the conclusion of the 
formal conference, a written report of the teacher s 
progress is prepared. Informal conferences differ from 
formal conferences in that a written report is not prepared. 
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Step 5. Final evaluation of teacher performance. 
Near the end of the evaluation cycle, the teacher and 
the evaluator meet to assess the extent to which performance 
objectives have been accomplished. At the conclusion of 
this conference, a written final evaluation report is 
prepared by the evaluator and shared with the teacher. 
Iwanicki (1981) stresses that when implementing 
contract plans, "...it is beneficial for both teachers and 
evaluators to receive inservice training in self-evaluation 
techniques, writing performance contracts, and conferencing 
skills. Also, it is useful for evaluators to receive 
training in writing evaluation reports" (p. 24) . 
The contract plan approach affords teachers the 
opportunity to develop performance objectives, which serve 
as a basis for their evaluation. Teachers are evaluated not 
only on their performance as it relates to their objectives, 
but also on their performance as it relates to the 
responsibilities stated in their job description. 
The contract plan affords the teacher more flexibility 
(than the MBO process) to develop an individual and 
professional plan for improvement. Although completion of 
the contract agreement is not the sole criteria for 
performance, it does enable teachers to utilize their 
strengths and overcome their weaknesses in a non-threatening 
manner. 
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The contract plan could be implemented every two or 
three years involving one-half or one-third of the teaching 
staff each period. This professional development programs 
requires a commitment by supervisors and teachers toward 
improving instruction. A complete training program in 
developing contract plans is essential. 
Differentiated Supervision 
The differentiated supervision system, advocated by 
Glickman (1981), takes a very different approach toward 
teacher evaluation. Instead of categorizing teachers and 
responding to them accordingly, it lets teachers decide 
which options they wish. Instead of making more demands on 
supervisor time, it helps the supervisor focus his or her 
efforts where they are most critically needed. And instead 
of offering the teacher four varieties of clinical 
supervision, it gives the teacher a choice of four types of 
supervision: clinical supervision, cooperative professional 
development, self-directed development, and administrative 
monitoring. 
Glatthorn (1984), who pilot tested the differentiated 
supervision approach, provides a general overview of each of 
these options as follows: 
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1• Clinical supervision is an intensive process 
designed to improve instruction by conferring with 
a teacher on lesson planning, observing the 
lesson, analyzing the observational data, and 
giving the teacher feedback about the observation. 
This clinical supervision cycle is repeated 
several times throughout the year, as part of a 
systematic plan for professional growth developed 
by the supervisor and teacher. Clinical 
supervision should be provided by an administrator 
or supervisor trained in its special techniques. 
It seems to be most needed by beginning teachers, 
who are still acquiring the basic skills of 
teaching, and by experienced teachers who are 
encountering serious difficulties in the 
classroom. 
2. Cooperative professional development is a 
collegial process in which a small group of 
teachers agree to work together for their own 
professional growth. They observe each other's 
classes, give each other feedback about those 
observations, and discuss common professional 
concerns. It is much less intensive and system¬ 
atic than clinical supervision, since the teachers 
are not trained in supervisory skills and do not 
have the time for long and involved conferences. 
It seems most useful for experienced, competent 
teachers who value collegiality. 
3. Self-Directed development enables the individual 
teacher to work independently on professional 
growth concerns. The teacher develops and carries 
out an individualized plan for professional 
growth, with the supervisor serving as a resource. 
Self-directed development seems most useful for 
experienced, competent teachers who prefer to work 
alone. 
4. Administrative monitoring, as the term implies, is 
a process by which an administrator monitors the 
work of the staff, making brief and unannounced 
visits simply to ensure that the staff are carry¬ 
ing out assignments and responsibilities in a 
professional manner. Glatthorn acknowledges that 
many texts on supervision scoff at such "drop-in 
monitoring; however, he cites Leithwood and Mont¬ 
gomery's review (1982) where there is persuasive 
evidence that such monitoring is a key aspect of 
the principal's role in instructional leadership. 
It should be noted that this monitoring, unlike 
the other three options, might include an 
evaluation element. 
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Glathorn's research, which was developed through 
several years of pilot testing with the assistance of 
doctoral students at the University of Pennsylvania Graduate 
School of Education, indicates that the differentiated 
system has several advantages. It responds to the 
individual needs of teachers by giving them a choice of 
supervisor mode. Obviously, it enables the supervisor to 
focus clinical efforts where they are most needed. Their 
research also indicates that implementing this system 
usually has a positive impact on teacher's perception of 
school climate. They value the fact that they are given a 
choice, and they appreciate the professional dialogue 
encouraged by the differentiated approach. 
The differentiated system obviously is not without its 
own problems. The cooperative and self-directed options 
require teachers to invest some time and effort in their own 
professional development - and even some conscientious 
teachers are reluctant to give up any more time when they 
are already too busy and are feeling overworked. For 
maximum effectiveness, the differentiated system requires 
the active leadership of skilled and committed 
administrators and supervisors; such leaders are already 
busy coping with existing demands and are understandably 
hesitant to implement yet another time-consuming 
Although Glatthorn and associates have innovation. 
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collected solid evidence that differentiated supervision 
system will result in improved teaching, the research on the 
total system and its several components for the most part 
has been of an exploratory sort. However, it is a feasible 
way to give teachers a choice and to enable supervisors to 
focus their energies where they are most needed. That seems 
reasonable enough to explore its components more fully and 
to examine how it can best be implemented. 
Glatthorn (1984) states that, "...readers should 
understand that he does not recommend the differentiated 
system as a definite answer to the problem of providing 
effective supervision. Research data collected in several 
field tests indicates that the system is feasible and 
suggests that it has positive effects on those who 
participate. But it is not a panacea for the ills of 
teaching. It will not be effective in all schools or with 
all teachers" (p. vii). 
The Cincinnati Appraisal Plan 
Jenson, Burr, Coffield and Neagley (1967) provide a 
detailed explanation of the Cincinnati appraisal plan in 
their book Elementary School Administration. The plan, 
adopted in 1952, envisions the employee as a "full partner' 
in the appraisal process. A basic concept in the plan is 
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the belief that everybody, from time to time, needs help and 
has a right to expect that help may be provided in an 
understanding and effective manner. It is based on a 
"climate of confidence" between teachers and appraisers 
which will not make evaluation a threatening process. 
The major objectives of the plan include: (1) to 
improve teacher effectiveness so that all pupils could have 
instruction of high merit; (2) to strengthen the 
administrative and supervisory services provided teaching 
personnel; and (3) to establish better controls whereby 
teachers whose work consistently remained "Unsatisfactory" 
would be separated from service. The plan makes personnel 
development its objective. 
For the purpose of appraisal, Cincinnati teachers are 
placed into one of three categories: "Satisfactory," "Needs 
Help", or "Unsatisfactory." The "Needs Help" category may 
be a large group since it is made up of new teachers and 
others. Subsequent to the three probationary years, they 
may be designated "Satisfactory" and scheduled for 
self-appraisal in their seventh year and every fourth year 
thereafter, except that appraisal can be made more often at 
the request of the teacher. The appraisal is a combination 
of self-appraisal and appraisal by the principal on the same 
form called "An Evaluation of Teaching Performance." For 
teachers on other than "Satisfactory" status, the supervisor 
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joins in the evaluation process. The end result of the 
evaluation is a signed recommendation by the teacher and the 
principal and the appraisee be continued in the present 
status, or the status changed up or down as the case merits. 
The standards of performance include forty-four items 
divided among three major categories: (1) personal 
qualities and performance; (2) teaching performance; and 
(3) professional qualities. The instrument also provides 
space for supplementary information which the teacher may 
desire to include such as work on committees, work in 
professional educational organizations, extracurricular 
responsibilities, etc. 
The operation of the plan varies with the status of the 
person being evaluated. For the "Satisfactory" group, the 
teacher receives a copy of the evaluation inventory 
before November 1 in years in which he/she is being 
evaluated. The self-appraisal portion is filled out by the 
teacher and an appraisal conference scheduled with the 
principal sometime before May 1. A signed copy of the 
appraisal inventory with the signatures of both the 
principal and the teacher is then sent to the Division of 
Staff Personnel in the Superintendent's office. The "Needs 
Help" group is a large one, and since there is no stigma 
attached to the fact that a teacher may be in this group, it 
represents a substantial portion of the staff. Soon after 
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school opens in the fall, the principal receives from the 
Division of Staff Personnel two copies of a list of his 
staff with names of those teachers due for appraisal along 
with the necessary forms and instruments. By mid-November, 
the principal, in cooperation with the supervisors, adds any 
additional names to the list such as new teachers and other 
who should be placed in the "Needs Help" category, giving 
brief explanations for adding the names. Sometime before 
March 30 of the academic year, and after working with the 
individuals in this category, the principal and the 
supervisor come to a cooperative decision as to their 
recommendation for the future status of each "Needs Help" 
person. Each teacher is asked to fill out the form on a 
self-appraisal basis after which an appraisal is then placed 
on an inventory blank, signed by both the teacher and the 
principal and sent to the personnel office. Assistance 
continues throughout the balance of the year. 
For the teachers in the "Unsatisfactory" category the 
procedure is much the same as for those in the "Needs Help" 
classification except that a supervisor becomes more of an 
active participant in the appraisal conference, and a joint 
recommendation in writing is made to a special committee 
known as the Teacher Fitness Committee. 
This committee is composed of the superintendent, 
assistant superintendent and the directors of elementary and 
The committee receives reports on 
secondary education. 
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those who hold "Unsatisfactory" or serious "Needs Help" 
status. The committee recommends action to be taken by the 
superintendent. If action by the board of education is 
necessary, the superintendent makes his recommendations to 
it. 
Jensen, et al (1967) feel that the Cincinnati appraisal 
plan is representative of the better implementation of a 
desirable philosophy and procedure for the evaluation of 
professional personnel. They add that sampling of staff 
opinions indicate that the plan not only works but is well 
thought of by most teachers in the Cincinnati system. 
There is no doubt that appraisal of teacher 
effectiveness is a high priority item in the Cincinnati 
school system. Overwhelming evidence, cited by Jensen and 
associates, indicates that the most effective and successful 
teacher evaluation systems are predicated upon: (1) the 
quality of leadership in the system; (2) wide staff 
involvement in all phases of the plan developments; 
(3) carefully programmed implementation; and (4) periodic 
re-evaluation and refinement of appraisal procedures and 
practices. 
Performance Objectives Approach 
George Redfern (1980) developed the Performance 
Objectives Approach to evaluate teachers and administrators. 
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He states, "While it is difficult to prescribe an evaluation 
model that may be appropriate for all school systems, there 
are common elements that have a wide applicability. 
There are six basic components (see Figure 6) that are 
essential in a performance objectives-oriented program aimed 
at improving the individual's performance: 
1. responsibility criteria 
2. identify needs 
3. set objectives and action plans 
4. carry out action plans 
5. assess results 
6. discuss results" (p. 10). 
Redfern provides an indepth discussion of each 
component in his book Evaluating Teachers and 
Administrators. A general overview of each of the six basic 
components is provided to clarify each step. 
1. Responsibility Criteria 
The first component in the evaluation process is a 
definition of the content and the scope of the job. It 
seems so obvious that a clear understanding of the duties 
and responsibilities of a job is necessary to the successful 
completion of the evaluation process. An awareness of job 
expectations is absolutely essential. 
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Teachers and administrators need to be clear about 
their duties and responsibilities, as do their evaluators. 
Redfern stresses that job understanding should not be left 
to chance, and a greater emphasis upon job definition is 
essential. But is is often assumed that once persons are 
appointed to their positions, they will be able to function 
with minimal direction and clarification of what is expected 
of them. To avoid such an assumption, Redfern suggests that 
a more helpful method of defining the job will be to draw up 
a list of responsibility criteria (duties and 
responsibilities). The criteria suggested are expressed in 
terms of broad areas with descriptors under each. The 
descriptors' primary purpose is to enable both the teacher 
and the supervisor to be clear about the content of each 
area. A sample of the responsibility criteria for teachers 
provided by Redfern includes the following categories: 
1. Planning and Organizing 
2. Motivating Learners 
3. Relationships with Students 
4. Utilizing Resources 
5. Instructional Techniques 
6. Professional Growth and Responsibility 
7. Relationships with Parents 
The criteria are cast in broad terms in order to have 
the wides possible applicability to all classifications of 
teachers. For those who hold specialized positions, it will 
be necessary to use their job descriptions as supplementary 
means to clarify job content. 
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2. Identify Needs 
Needs should be determined cooperatively by teachers 
and supervisors and should not be assumed to be only 
weaknesses. Needs also can be areas of strengths in which 
future gains can be made. Obviously, this step requires the 
teacher to complete a formal or informal self-appraisal. 
The supervisor must also assess the teacher's strengths and 
weaknesses based on past performance to prepare for the 
assessment conference. During this conference, there should 
be a general consensus as to the needs that will be 
addressed during the evaluation period. 
3. Set Objectives and Action Plans 
Redfern is critical of traditional evaluation plans 
that put considerable emphasis upon the assessment of 
personality, temperment, and character traits. He notes 
that one item which teachers are sometimes judges is 
"Maintains sound emotional adjustments; is calm and mature 
in reactions." The teacher and supervisor often do not 
understand how this kind of assessment is made. The former 
may feel that reaching such a judgment involves an intrusion 
into personal areas. The supervisor may feel quite insecure 
in making an assessment that belongs in the domain of 
psychiatry rather than that of school administration. 
As a reaction against evaluating personality, 
temperment, and traits, Redfern suggests that evaluation of 
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achievement of performance objectives be implemented, with 
this approach, particular areas of problems of performance 
are identified. For example, a teacher may indicate a 
desire to improve discipline in the classroom. The teacher 
and supervisor discuss the matter. They may agree that this 
calls for a single objective. An understanding is reached 
as to the procedure that will be followed to accomplish 
improvement. Agreement is reached about the way success or 
lack of it is to be determined. At the end of the 
evaluation period, the evaluator, in cooperation with the 
teacher, will make a judgement about progress made in 
attaining desired results. 
Evaluation, from this point of view, is conceived, 
planned and carried out in a manner that puts a premium upon 
job performance. Objectives are established. Supervision 
and help are related to evaluation. Results are assessed at 
the end of the year. Personality traits may be factors in 
the final evaluation, but they are incidental rather than 
primary elements. 
While there is much to be said for identifying specific 
objectives, it is important that the teacher and supervisor 
understand that total performance must also be considered. 
Redfern (1980) states, "Evaluation should be based upon the 
specific areas of greatest need as well as upon all other 
aspects of the job" (p. 26). 
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4. Carry Out Action Plan 
The plan of action is composed of those activities that 
the teacher and the supervisor have decided are the most 
promising for achieving the objectives. The teacher and the 
supervisor have mutual interests in successful achievements 
of the targets. The former has a direct and personal 
interest, and the latter has an interest that stems from 
management and supervisory responsibilities. 
When proper planning has taken place, it will be 
possible for the teacher to know precisely how to proceed 
in independent action during the year. The nature of the 
performance targets will determine which specific action 
should be taken. The supervisor should determine the kinds 
of specific help to be given to and contacts to be made with 
the teacher during the year. 
The literature related to monitoring procedures 
indicates that it is most helpful if very precise perfor¬ 
mance objectives have been formulated. If there are clearly 
identified performance objectives, which have the capability 
of reasonable quantitative measurement, monitoring becomes 
much more relevant. 
Redfern suggests that monitoring procedures should be 
designed to comply with the following purposes and 
admonitions: 
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1. to collect relevant information. The object is to 
collect data rather than to evaluate it. 
2. to obtain representative data, i.e., samplings of 
the full range of performance behavior. 
3. to use a variety of techniques. No single 
procedure should be used exclusively. 
4. to make sure that the teacher being monitored 
understands what the supervisor is trying to do - 
to monitor and not to evaluate. 
5. to make sure the individual being monitored 
understands that he will be directly involved in 
the assessment of the data, that the better and 
more comprehensive the monitoring procedures, the 
more likely it is that the data to be assessed 
will truly reflect the status of productivity. 
5. Assess Results 
Evaluation is focused primarily upon the extent to 
which the performance objectives have been achieved. This 
does not preclude, however, the assessment of overall 
accomplishment. It is very important that there be a clear 
understanding between teacher and supervisor as to the basis 
upon which assessment will be made. The mechanics of 
evaluation should be thoroughly discussed. The evaluation 
form should be clear and explicit. Supervisors should make 
very clear how they plan to formulate their assessment. 
Redfern also suggests that in addition to assessing the 
achievement of performance objectives, it is necessary to 
assess overall performance and record the assessments on a 
summative evaluation report which outlines teacher s 
responsibilities (i.e. Planning and Organizing, Motivating 
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Learners, Relationships with Students, etc.) and provides an 
assessment rating of "Satisfactory," "Needs Improvement," 
and Unsatisfactory." It is important, if summative 
assessments are to be of maximum usefulness, for the 
evaluator to explain all less-than-satisfactory ratings. 
For this reason, a section should be provided for comments, 
and the same space may also be used for comments by the 
teacher. McGreal (1983) feels that Redfern's summative 
evaluation procedure is "...an unnecessary and non 
complementary requirement" (p. 57). He feels that the 
concept of a summative evaluation is not the issue as much 
as how it is presented. There are many kinds of rating 
scales, but only those specifically designed to be classroom 
observation instruments should be considered. McGreal 
(1983) in his book Successful Teacher Evaluation (p. 106) 
offers an alternative that contains a series of criteria 
that are exclusively teaching behaviors. 
6. Discuss Results 
The emphasis of evaluation conferences should not be 
solely on discussing problems. On the contrary, the 
conference more properly is a place where progress is 
discussed and understanding is sought. Redfern prefers 
conferences that include discussions pertaining to: 
1. long-and-short-range objectives 
2. recognition of good work 
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3. mutual exchange of suggestions for improvement 
4. selection of top-priority job targets 
5. clarification of the responsibilities of both 
parties 
6. correction of misinformation and misunderstanding 
7. topics that may seem important to either party 
The conference discussion is likely to yield some ideas 
for action and follow-up will be required. If the 
supervisor should give follow-up help, he/she should make 
sure that commitments are made realistically. Simple notes 
should be kept in the teacher's folder about what was agreed 
upon, what commitments were made by both teachers and 
supervisors, and other ideas for follow-up thought. 
It seems logical to assume that the more frequent 
contacts between the teacher and supervisor will tend to 
increase effectiveness of the evaluation system. A review 
of evaluation systems indicates that successful evaluation 
programs include those that provide some type of goal-set- 
ting procedure, a continued working together process between 
supervisors and teachers, and an assessment of results. 
These systems are likely to yield a more favorable attitude 
on the part of the teacher and facilitate achievement of the 
overall purpose of evaluation - the improvement of 
instruction. 
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Good evaluation procedures that involve teacher 
participation, well-designed forms, and explicit directions 
are essential, but unless they are applied skillfully, the 
ultimate results may fall well below reasonable 
expectations. 
Practical Goal-Setting Approach 
The Practical Goal-Setting Approach (PGSA) developed by 
McGreal (1983) provides basically the same outline of steps 
as the Management by Objectives (MBO) approach described by 
Odiorne (pages 72 - 74), Iwanicki's Contract Plan (pages 
86 - 89), and Redfern's Performance Objective Approach 
(pages 97 - 107). 
All of the goal-setting approaches share the idea of 
some form of preconference in which the supervisor and 
teacher work out the final form of the goals. Whatever the 
basic concept for the pre-conference is, there are bound to 
be times when the supervisor and teacher disagree as to the 
final goals. 
McGreal states that the "...MBO and the POA type 
systems try to alleviate some disagreement by setting 
certain parameters on acceptable goals (MBO goals must 
support pre-established district and supervisor goals; POA 
goals should emerge from the predetermined job description). 
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The Practical Goal-Setting Approach (PGSA) allows more 
flexibility between the supervisor and the teacher. This 
does provide the potential for more disagreement simply 
because of the increased encouragement for equal 
participation that PGSA fosters" (p. 59). 
PGSA has emerged as a viable alternative because it 
does seem to deal more honestly with the practicalities and 
realities of local schools. The increased flexibility for 
supervisors and teachers, the less restrictive nature of the 
goals, their measurability and their negotiability are both 
the strengths and the weaknesses of PGSA. 
Basic to the adoption of a practical goal-setting 
approach is a belief that the most effective evaluation 
systems allow the supervisor and teacher maximum flexibility 
in determining the most appropriate goals for each 
situation. This is where the PGSA differs from all other 
goal-setting models. 
McGreal (1983) outlines four categories of goals that 
teachers and supervisors set in normal goal-setting 
situations. The categories are listed from lowest to highest 
priority. The prioritization is based on the idea of trying 
to produce the greatest dividends for the time spent between 
supervisor and teacher. The key to PGSA, as discussed 
previously, is to produce a high incidence of quality time 
between the two parties. The types of goals and examples of 
each are as follows: 
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I. Organizational Or Administrative Goals 
Gain an increased awareness of board policy 
particularly as it applies to teaching the 
district's required curriculum 
Placing these types of goals at the lowest priority is 
not intended to negate their importance, but to reinforce 
their inappropriateness in a supervisory process focused on 
classroom instruction. Goals of this type, according to 
McGreal, should be set only when a problem is so severe or 
of such a recurring nature that classroom instruction is 
significantly affected, or serious disciplinary measures 
against the teacher are imminent. 
II. Program Goals 
Work on increasing articulation between the junior 
and senior high school science program. 
While the importance of program goals by teachers 
cannot be denied, there would appear to be a variety of ways 
these kinds of goals can be worked on separately by 
curriculum committees, departmental or grade level meetings. 
McGreal's feeling is that since the major purpose of an 
evaluation is to help people improve their own individual 
teaching skills, allowing teachers to rely on program-type 
goals misses the point of instructional improvement. 
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III. Learner Goals 
The students will be able to demonstrate their 
ability to write a descriptive essay. 
Certainly learner goals provide the opportunity to 
measure more accurately how well the teacher met a 
preestablished goal. However, the ends orientation of this 
type of goal setting has less to do with the means or 
process of instruction. While these types of goals would be 
fine for certain situations, McGreal argues that they 
potentially pay lower dividends over time. He admits that 
this is clearly an arguable point, and one each district 
should face as local guidelines are provided to teachers and 
supervisors regarding the expectations of the goal setting 
activity. 
IV. Teacher Goal 
Work on techniques for increasing the amount and 
quality of student-teacher interaction. 
These types of goals seem to offer the best chance for 
more personal involvement on the part of the teacher since 
they focus specifically on the teacher's behavior rather 
than on curriculum matters or on student behavior. Teaching 
goals also allow supervisors and teachers to take advantage 
of the considerable advances being made in research on 
teaching. 
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McGreal justifies giving the highest priority to 
teaching goals on the assumption that an improved skill 
level, as in a general teaching behavior, will stay with the 
teacher, just like skills in riding a bicycle. 
To serve local needs, a modified practical goal-set¬ 
ting approach has been chosen by the writer as a pilot-test 
program in a public secondary school located in southwestern 
Vermont. The pilot test program was conducted during the 
1984-1985 school year. This approach was selected because 
it appears to be potentially successful in encouraging 
teachers to participate and become involved in their own 
professional improvement program. The process, procedure 
and instrument were altered to include a formative 
(goal-setting) approach and a summative (administrative) 
approach. The modified practical goal-setting approach is 
significantly different than the summative teacher 
evaluation system that has been used in the school district 
for the past five years. 
The hypotheses of this investigation rests on the 
assumption that teachers change their behaviors toward 
teaching only when they want it to change, and they are more 
likely to want change when they truly understand the nature 
and purpose of a teacher evaluation system. Hence, this 
study is guided by three major research questions and eight 
subsidiary research questions. 
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Summary 
Evaluation systems based on current teaching research 
and accepted supervisory practices make sense to most 
teachers. The procedures discussed can provide local school 
districts with a relatively inexpensive way to work toward 
the improvement of teaching. Even in times of declining 
resources, schools must continue to work toward improving 
their product. 
The literature indicates that historically we have 
experienced a poor attitude toward teacher evaluation. 
Teachers must be active participants in their school 
district's instructional improvement program. The quality 
of teaching instruction may be enhanced by building an 
evaluation system that takes advantage of contemporary 
research on teaching and learning while taking into 
consideration local school district needs. 
CHAPTER III 
DESIGN OF THE STUDY 
Background 
The purpose of this study, as elaborated in Chapter I, 
was to determine the degree to which individual teachers in 
a southwestern Vermont public school district actually 
changed their attitude toward teaching after using a program 
stressing teacher involvement as opposed to the existing 
summative evaluation program. A pilot test study was 
conducted during the 1984-1985 school year. The study was 
not directed toward how teachers feel about undergoing a 
teacher involvement process designed for a particular 
purpose, but rather whether the process in fact yields 
improved performance. In addition, the study investigated 
teacher behavior using the teacher involvement program, with 
respect to what teachers "know," "perceive" and "feel" about 
their teaching and what teachers "did" differently with 
their students. Data collected from these subsidiary 
research questions are discussed and tabulated in Chapter IV 
using demographic information relative to formal educational 
background, sex of the participants, years of teaching 
experience and specific teaching assignments. 
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Ill 
The germ of the study had its genesis in the winter of 
1981 with the observation that many teachers in a v/estern 
Massachusetts public school system consistently expressed 
negative attitudes toward their school system’s teacher 
evaluation program. Similarly a second group of teachers 
observed in a neighboring southwestern Vermont community 
closely seconded the negative attitudes with their 
colleagues in western Massachusetts. Both school districts 
employed summative teacher evaluation programs. 
In each district evaluation programs were viewed by 
many teachers as administrative tools to make personnel 
judgments - retention, promotion, tenure, etc. The process 
moreover was generally viewed as failing to encourage and 
enhance the improvement of instruction. 
The above observations are supported in the most recent 
literature pertaining to teacher evaluation (Iwanicki, 1981, 
Redfern, 1980, McGreal, 1983, Wise and Darling-Hammond, 
1984, etc.). The premise for the current investigation was 
that teacher evaluation could greatly be strengthened by 
utilizing teachers and supervisors in a teacher involvement 
evaluation model that focused on the improvement of 
instruction. 
Such a program, it was clear from the outset, could be 
combined with a summative appraisal of the school district’s 
standards of the performance at the end of the school year. 
Hence, this study is deemed significant to which teachers 
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feel that their involvement in the teacher evaluation 
process can contribute to the quality of education in their 
school. 
Research Population 
The first step in beginning the investigation entailed 
a conference with the Superintendent of Schools in the 
subject district to discuss plans to study teacher behavior 
using the summative teacher evaluation program that had been 
in existence for the past five years. In the course of the 
discussion the superintendent expressed particular interest 
in the study and agreed to cooperate with the investigator 
(Appendix A). 
Subsequent meetings with the executive officers of the 
teachers' association and the school board to explain the 
purpose of the study (see Appendixes B & C) carried the 
proposed inquiry closer to fruition, however, the school 
board would only agree if twenty-five percent of the 
ninety-four teachers were included in the study. 
Limited to teachers who taught "core" curriculum 
subjects - Math, English, Foreign Language, Science and 
Social Studies, the study employed a stratified random 
sample drawn in proportion to the number of teachers m each 
respective discipline. Results were as follows: Math-6, 
English-7, Foreign Language-3, Science-5, and Social 
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Studies-3. On June 5, 1984, twenty-four teachers prom a 
field of fifty-four core curriculum teachers were selected. 
In the process, all fifty-four teachers' names were placed 
in a "selection box" according to their respective 
disciplines and each individual was drawn by an outside 
disinterested party. On June 6, 1984 the supervisors for 
the twenty-four teachers were informed of the pilot test 
program and a two day inservice program for the supervisors 
was scheduled during the summer months. 
On June 7, 1984 teachers were informed of their 
selection. A meeting with all twenty-four teachers on 
June 15, 1984 was held to disseminate the questionnaire - A 
Survey of Teacher Attitudes Toward Teacher Evaluation - and 
to inform the participants about the pilot test program 
commencing in September. The questionnaire (Appendix D) , 
was used to survey teacher attitudes toward the existing 
summative evaluation program that has been used for the past 
five years and was to be completed prior to leaving school 
for summer recess. Each participant was asked not to place 
his/her name on the questionnaire, but select a symbol of 
their choice that only they would recognize for future 
verification. Demographic information on the participants 
is presented in Table 1. 
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Definition of Terms 
In order to facilitate the understanding of the study, 
the terms listed below will be operationally defined in this 
thesis as indicated. Others, used less frequently, will be 
defined when they initially appear. 
Accountability refers to responsibility: liable to be 
held responsible for one’s performance; able to be 
explained. 
A.ppraisal refers to the evaluation or rating of the 
attributes of an individual assigned to a specific position 
and/or responsibility. Appraisal is synonymous with the 
word evaluation. 
Artifacts include instructional materials teachers use 
to facilitate student learning - textbooks, workbooks, maps, 
films, study guides, etc. 
Attitude refers to state of mind, behavior, or conduct 
regarding some matter, as indicating opinion or purpose. 
Evaluatee refers to the individual (i.e. teacher) being 
evaluated. 
Evaluator refers to the individual (i.e. supervisor/ad¬ 
ministrator) responsible for evaluating a teacher s 
performance. 
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Evaluation Instrument refers to any document used in 
the formal evaluation of teachers within the local school 
district. 
Evaluation Procedure refers to implementing a 
particular evaluation model or course of action when 
assessing teacher performance. 
Evaluation Process refers to method used to bring about 
a particular result, end, or condition. 
Formal Evaluation refers to a written appraisal of a 
teacher's performance against some standard or set of 
criteria. 
Teacher Involvement Program relates to decisions made 
by teachers and supervisors during initial and intermediate 
stages; an evaluation system aimed at personnel development. 
Goal refers to a plan toward which effort or movement 
is direct; an end or objective. 
Informal Evaluation refers to an unwritten appraisal of 
a teacher's performance against some standard or set of 
criteria. 
Practitioner refers to one who practices an art or 
profession. 
Questionnaire is a device for gathering specific kinds 
of data for investigative and research purposes. 
117 
Self-evaluation is a procedure for reviewing one's 
individual teaching performance as well as developing plans 
for growth and improvement. 
Subordinate is one under the supervision of another who 
is lower in rank, importance, power, etc. 
Summative Evaluation Program relates to decisions made 
by the supervisor, usually at the end of the evaluation 
cycle, that focus on personnel actions such as promotion, 
tenure, dismissal, etc. Also referred in this study as 
"Teacher Non-Involvement Program". 
Supervisor refers to a person who oversees teachers in 
a school and appraises their performance. 
Teacher refers to a certificated professional educator 
whose activities are limited to classroom teaching and 
related activities. 
Teacher Evaluation is a comparison of a teacher's 
performance with some standard or set of criteria. 
Teacher Organizations refers to individuals 
systematically united for some work; a society. Used 
synonymously with teacher unions and teacher associations. 
Traditional Evaluation relating or adhering to past 
practices and customs. 
Validity pertains to the results of a test, or 
evaluation instrument; soundness, capable of being 
justified. 
118 
Description of the Research Instrument 
A study of teacher attitudes toward teacher evaluation 
generally calls for individual interviews or a questionnaire 
pertinent to the specific goals and objectives of the 
investigation. The decision to utilize a questionnaire in 
this study was made because of the devices to provide the 
information needed to determine teacher attitudes toward 
teacher evaluation at the local level. 
At the outset of the study, a search was conducted to 
find a reliable and standardized instrument suitable for 
measuring teachers' attitudes toward teacher evaluation. Of 
the many instruments reviewed, however, none was suitable to 
fulfilling the purpose of this study. It therefore became 
necessary to construct a research instrument that would 
elicit the specific information being sought. 
Items considered appropriate for inclusion in the 
questionnaire were submitted to content experts in the 
research department (Educational Policy Research and 
Administration Division) at the University of Massachusetts 
for critical review and technical assistance. In addition, 
early drafts of the questionnaire were examined by 
educational administration graduate students, public 
secondary school teachers and administrators, and professors 
at the University of Massachusetts, who were knowledgeable 
in teacher evaluation, to assess the adequacy of the 
questionnaire for use in this study. 
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The final document, A Survey of Teacher Attitudes 
Toward Teacher Evaluation, was divided into five parts. 
Part One focused on such background information as the 
teacher's primary role in the school district, his/her 
formal educational background, sex, and number of years of 
teaching experience. Part Two of the questionnaire 
consisted of a series of statements designed to elicit 
categorical responses from the participants relative to 
their attitude toward the summative evaluation program that 
had been used in the school the preceding past five years. 
The same questionnaire was used to elicit categorical 
responses from participants at the end of the pilot test 
teacher involvement program in May, 1985. 
Part Three contained a single specific question 
designed to summarize the participant's evaluation 
preference. Part Four was included to give the participants 
an opportunity to express some personal remarks about the 
current teacher evaluation program. Part Five allowed the 
participant to offer suggestions to improve the 
questionnaire for future use. 
Data collected from Part II of the questionnaire 
results, which focused on the existing summative evaluation 
program, were used to assess the reliability of the 
instrument. The split-half reliability was found by 
correlating the total score of the even statements against 
the total score of the odd statements. Calculations were 
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reduced by using total scores rather than the mean scores 
since each statement was answered by each respondent 
(Likert, 1967). The Spearman-Brown Formula (Gronlund, 1971) 
was used to determine total test score reliability from the 
split-half reliability estimate. The analysis revealed that 
the instrument had a corrected split-half test reliability 
.75. From the results of the summative evaluation 
questionnaire, it was determined that all items were within 
the realm of understanding for public secondary school 
teachers and suitable for the purpose of the investigation. 
Administration of the Instrument 
Once the face validity of the questionnaire had been 
determined and the content validity established with the 
help of research consultants in the Division of Education 
Policy, Research and Administration at the University of 
Massachusetts at Amherst, participating teachers were 
brought into the process. After review of the questionnaire 
each participant had the opportunity to complete his or her 
responses prior to leaving school for the summer recess 
period; all were returned by the scheduled time. 
The questionnaire, it should be noted, included a brief 
introductory statement which reiterated the purpose of the 
study and appealed for teachers’ true expression of feeling 
toward teacher evaluation since no answers were considered 
to be right or wrong. 
m 
During the summer of 1984, all participants were mailed 
a questionnaire to identify their choice(s) of dates for an 
inservice workshop, scheduled for September, 1984, the 
purpose of which was to provide training in the "new" 
teacher involvement evaluation program. Ninety-two percent 
of the participants chose September 6 & 7, 1984 for these 
hal.-day mservice workshops. The remaining eight percent 
later agreed to participate on these dates. 
The inservice training workshop for the "new" program 
was outlined and conducted as follows: 
Training Program. 
I. Introduction 
A. Discuss differences between summative and 
teacher involvement evaluation program. 
B. Discuss the contents of the pilot test 
evaluation packet and explain the purpose of 
the teacher involvement program. 
II. Self-evaluation 
A. Purpose o* sel^-evaluation process. 
B. The self-evaluation instrument (included in 
packet) 
III. Goa1-setting 
A. Purpose o^ the goal-setting process 
B. Introduce the various types o^ goals - 
administrative, program, learner and teacher 
goals. 
c. Discuss the goal-setting instrument (Appendix 
G) . 
D. Provide a series of sample goals. 
E. Practice defining/writing teaching goals. 
IV. Goal setting conference (Appendix G) 
A. Purpose of the goal-setting conference. 
B. Conferencing guidelines 
V. Progress Review Conference (Appendix G) 
A. Purpose of the progress review conference. 
B. Progress review instrument. 
VI. Final Evaluation Conference/Follow-up (Appendix G) 
A. Purpose of the final evaluation/follow-up 
conference. 
B. Discuss final evaluation instrument (Appendix 
G) . 
C. Discuss follow-up conference procedures. 
VII. Practice Session 
A. Group will practice each step of the teacher 
involvement program. 
B. Note that training will be continuous. Each 
year time and effort will be directed at 
upgrading and enhancing the skills necessary 
for continued effectiveness. 
At the end of the workshop, ample time was given for 
questions and comments pertaining to the new teacher 
involvement evaluation program. All participants appeared 
enthusiastic and expressed feelings that they had acquired 
the necessary information to participate in the pilot test 
The teacher involvement evaluation materials, program. 
1 ? 3 
including the process, procedure and instrument were 
distributed with specific instructions and time lines to 
complete each step of the program. 
In May, 1985, after all participants had completed 
their experience with the "new" teacher involvement 
evaluation program, a survey of teachers using the same 
questionnaire - A Survey of Teacher Attitudes Toward Teacher 
Evaluation - was disseminated to all participants. This 
time, however, the survey focused upon the assessment of the 
pilot tested teacher involvement evaluation program. 
Finally, in June, 1985, an Exit Questionnaire was 
completed by each participant. The Exit Questionnaire 
(Appendix D) constitutes a significant part of this study, 
because it determines the extent to which the pilot test 
teacher involvement program changed teacher behavior. The 
Exit Questionnaire was coded in the same manner as the 
questionnaire - A Survey of Teacher Attitudes Toward Teacher 
Evaluation and completed by all participants in June, 1985 
prior to the summer recess. 
Treatment of the Data 
Using the questionnaire, participants indicated the 
degree to which they agreed or disagreed with each of the 
major and subsidiary research questions by circling one of 
five possible options ("Strongly Agree," "Agree," "Neutral, 
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Disagree, or Strongly Disagree") or when responding to 
the Exit Questionnaire ("Strongly Encouraged," "Encouraged," 
"Neutral," "Discouraged," or "Strongly Discouraged"). On a 
continuum of one (1) to five (5), "Strongly Agree" or 
"Strongly Encouraged" were assigned a value of (1) and 
"Strongly Discouraged" or "Strongly Disagree" responses were 
assigned a value of five (5). 
For the purpose of this study, respondents with a mean 
score range from 1.0 to 2.9 were considered to have 
expressed positive attitudes toward changing teacher 
behavior using the teacher evaluation program in question, 
while on the other hand, respondents v/ith a mean score 
ranging from 3.0 to 5.0 were considered to have expressed 
negative attitudes. 
Subsequent statistical procedures used to analyze the 
data included mean scores, percentile ranks, frequency 
distributions, standard deviations and the Dependent Sample 
t Test. Results based upon the statistical treatment of the 
data obtained are presented and analyzed in detail in 
Chapters IV and V. 
Summary 
This chapter sought to describe the process used to 
answer the three major research questions and eight sub- 
sidiary questions set forth in the first Chapter of this 
study. The research population consisted of twenty-four 
core curriculum teachers in a southwestern Vermont public 
school district during the 1984-1985 school year. The 
research population was limited due to the Board of School 
Directors' ruling that no more than twenty-five percent of 
the teacher staff (24 teachers) be approved for the pilot 
test program. 
In order to enhance understanding of the study, key 
terms were identified and operationally defined in this 
thesis. In addition the research instruments, A Study of 
Teacher Attitudes Toward Teacher Evaluation and the Exit 
Questionnaire, were developed to elicit specific teacher 
responses to be used in comparing teacher attitudes toward 
the non-involvement and involvement teacher evaluation 
models. An analysis of data obtained in a pilot study 
revealed that the instrument had a split-half test 
reliability of .75. 
Each of the teachers selected for participation in the 
study was given a copy of the research instrument and asked 
to respond to questions pertaining to the existing summative 
evaluation program. The instrument was distributed in June, 
1984 with instructions that the completed questionnaire be 
returned prior to summer recess. The pilot test teacher 
involvement evaluation program then began in September, 
1984 after both teachers and supervisors had completed 
an inservice program presenting the teacher involvement 
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evaluation model. In May, 1985 at the completion of the 
pilot test program, the participants were once again given a 
copy of the research instrument, but this time were asked to 
respond to questions on the basis of their experiences with 
the teacher involvement program. A month later, in June, 
1985, participants were given an "Exit" Questionnaire to 
elicit data relative to actual changes in teacher attitude 
using the pilot test teacher involvement evaluation program 
during the 1984-1985 school year. All questionnaires were 
completed and returned during the designated time periods. 
Distribution tables and appropriate statistical tests 
were used to analyze the data. This procedure was used to 
correlate teacher responses with such variables as the 
teachers' formal educational background, years of 
experience, sex of participants and teaching assignments. 
Th objective of the study was to determine the degree to 
which the teacher involvement evaluation program encouraged 
change in teacher attitudes relative to what teachers think 
they "know," "perceive" and "feel" about their teaching and 
what they "do" with their students. 
CHAPTER I V 
THE FINDINGS 
It is the hypothesis of this investigation that 
teachers change their attitudes toward teaching only when 
they want it to change, and they are more likely to want 
change when they truly understand the nature and purpose of 
an evaluation system. Hence, this study was guided by three 
major research questions and eight subsidiary questions. 
The three major research questions were drafted to 
assess the relationship between teacher involvement in the 
evaluation process and: (1) teacher attitude toward 
teaching, (2) improvement in teacher instruction and 
(3) improvement in student performance. Each major research 
question led, in turn, to subsidiary questions involving 
teacher performance under both the "non-involvement" and 
"involvement" teacher evaluation program. 
The data presented in this chapter was collected from a 
research population of 24 "core" curriculum teachers in a 
southwestern Vermont public school district. The 
participants for this study were selected from a stratified 
random sample consisting of teachers in Math, English, 
Science, Social Studies and Foreign Language. The pilot 
test teacher involvement program was conducted during the 
1984-1985 school year. 
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The statistical procedures employed to analyze the data 
included the mean scores, percentile ranks, frequency 
distributions, standard deviations and the Dependent Sample 
t Test. A Dependent Sample t Test was used to determine the 
reliability of responses to the survey questionnaires 
pertaining to the teacher "involvement" and "non-involve¬ 
ment" evaluation models. The Dependent Sample t Test table 
indicates that an expression greater than 2.069, at the .05 
level of significance, was necessary to verify that the 
teacher involvement evaluation model was more effective in 
changing teacher attitudes toward teaching than the 
pre-existing teacher non-involvement model. 
This same Sample t Test was used for all three major 
research questions. The results of the test calculations 
indicated that the score for the first major research 
question pertaining to teacher attitudes toward teaching 
using non-involvement and involvement comparisons, was 6.230 
in favor of the involvement teacher evaluation program. 
The second major research question pertaining to which 
evaluation system encouraged change in teacher attitude 
toward improving teacher instruction, using non-involvement 
and involvement comparisons, was 8.790 in favor of the 
teacher involvement evaluation program, while the third, 
on which evaluation system encouraged change in teacher 
attitude toward improving student performance, was 5.270 in 
favor of the teacher involvement process. 
129 
Since all three major research questions had a t 
expression greater than 2.069, at the .05 level of 
significance, it was determined that the mean score 
responses for the non-involvement and involvement evaluation 
programs are not equal to each other. Therefore, the 
hypothesis tested - that the mean score responses for both 
evaluation programs are equal - was rejected in favor of an 
alternative hypothesis - that the mean score responses of 
the teacher involvement evaluation program were more 
positive than the mean score responses of the 
non-involvement evaluation program at the .05 level of 
significance. 
Results of the data analysis is presented in three 
parts. Part One analyzes mean score responses of all 33 
attitudinal statements on the Survey of Teacher Attitudes 
Toward Teacher Evaluation to determine if teachers changed 
their attitudes toward teaching after working under the 
involvement evaluation process. A further analysis of 
teacher attitude correlated with: (a^ the number of years 
of teaching experience, (b) sex of the participants, 
(c) specific teaching assignments and (d) formal educational 
background is also contained in Part I. 
Part Two analyzes mean score responses for both the 
Survey of Teacher Attitudes Toward Teacher Evaluation and 
the Exit Questionnaire the extent to which the 'involvement 
teacher evaluation program improved actual instruction over 
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Evaluation. See Appendix E for a summary of two way 
frequency responses to individual statements). As stated 
earlier, respondents with a mean score ranging from 1.0 to 
2.9 were considered to have expressed positive attitudes 
toward the teacher evaluation program, while a mean score 
ranging from 3.0 to 5.0 was considered to express a negative 
attitude. The mean score responses in the tables that 
follow were derived from grouping the individual scores 
ranging from 1.0 to 5.0. The median score range for each 
group was used to calculate the mean score. For example, 
those ranging from 1.0 to 1.9 were given a value of 1.5 to 
derive at the most statistically significant response for 
that particular group. Hence, for the purpose of this 
study, the total mean scores for all respondents on the 
instruments used had to lie between 1.0 to 2.9 in order for 
the expressed attitude of teachers to be characterized as 
positive. 
Table 2 shows that 66.7% of the participants responding 
to the non-involvement evaluation questionnaire had a mean 
score within 3.0 to 4.9 range which indicated a negative 
response to the pre-existing summative evaluation program. 
Moreover 91.7% of the same participants responding to the 
teacher involvement questionnaire had a mean score within 
2.0 to 2.9 range, indicating a positive response to the 
teacher involvement evaluation program. 
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the pre-existing non-involvement" model. Part Two focuses 
on whether or not the pilot test program encourages change 
with respect to what teachers think they "know," "perceive" 
and "feel" about their teaching as opposed to the existing 
summative evaluation program. 
Finally, Part Three analyzes mean score responses on 
the Survey of Teacher Attitudes Toward Teacher Evaluation 
and the Exit Questionnaire to determine whether the "teacher 
involvement evaluation program" in fact produced 
improvements in student performance. 
An analysis of the data will follow the presentation of 
each of the the three major research questions together with 
the eight subsidiary research questions. For the reader's 
convenience, these questions have been restated preceding 
each discussion. 
Part I 
Major Research Question 1: Does teacher involvement 
change teacher attitudes 
toward teaching more so 
than the existing sum¬ 
mative evaluation program? 
in order to answer the first major research question 
and each of the following four subsidiary questions, the 
study first ascertained the total mean score responses of 
each participant for all attitudinal statements (questions 
6-33 on the Survey of Teacher Attitud_es Toward Teacher 
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Since 91.7% of the participants indicated a positive 
response toward the teacher involvement evaluation program, 
it is seems reasonable to conclude that these teachers felt 
the involvement process encouraged change in teacher 
attitudes toward teaching more than the pre-existing 
summative evaluation program. Information pertaining to the 
types of changes in teacher attitudes is discussed in Parts 
Two and Three in this chapter. 
Subsidiary Question la: Does teacher involvement change 
teacher attitudes toward teaching 
relative to the number of years of 
teaching experience as opposed to 
the existing summative evaluation 
program? 
Similarly, the study used means scores, percentile 
ranks and frequency distributions from the data collected to 
answer the four subsidiary questions. The selected 
demographic variable used was the number of years of 
teaching experience for each participant, categorized in 
groups of from 1 to 3 years, from 4 to y years, from 7 to 9 
years and 10 years or more. 
As Table 3 indicates, the more experienced teachers 
(those with more than 3 years of experience) showed 
decidedly more negative responses toward the Non-Involvement 
evaluation program. Specifically, from the group of 
experienced teachers, 66.7% expressed negative attitudes 
towards the non-involvement evaluation program, of the same 
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group only 12.5% expressed negative attitudes toward the 
involvement evaluation program. A tally of all participants 
indicated that 33.4% regarded the non-involvement evaluation 
program in a positive manner prior to experiencing the 
involvement evaluation process. After completing the pilot 
test involvement evaluation program, 87.5% of the 
participants expressed a positive attitude toward that 
program. The total mean score responses of the 
non-involvement questionnaire was 2.7 while the total mean 
score responses for the involvement questionnaire was 2.1. 
Since 87.5% of the participants indicated a positive 
attitude toward the involvement evaluation program, it was 
concluded that these teachers, regardless of the years of 
teaching experience, felt that the involvement process 
encouraged change in teacher attitudes toward teaching to a 
greater extent than the existing summative evaluation 
program. 
Subsidiary Question lb: Does teacher involvement change 
teacher attitudes toward teaching 
relative to the sex of the 
participants as opposed to the 
existing summative evaluation 
program? 
Table 4 shows frequency distributions, percentile ranks 
and mean score responses to teacher attitude toward teacher 
evaluation relative to the sex of the participants. Table 4 
indicates that 42.9% of the male and 20% of the female 
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participants expressed a positive response to the 
non-involvement evaluation program, while 78.6% of the male 
group and 90% of the female group expressed a positive 
response to the involvement process after experiencing the 
pilot test program during the 1984-1985 school year. 
Since the total mean score for all male participants 
responding to the involvement questionnaire was 1.8 and the 
female mean score was 2.1, it was concluded that the 
attitude of both the male and female groups was positively 
correlated and that the involvement evaluation program 
actually encouraged change in teacher attitudes toward 
teaching more than the existing non-involvement evaluation 
program. 
Subsidiary Question lc: Does teacher involvement change 
teacher attitudes toward teaching 
relative to their specific teaching 
assignment as opposed to the 
summative evaluation program? 
To answer the third subsidiary question, the 
study analyzed the relationship between the total mean 
scores by specific teacher assignment. Table 5 indicates 
that the total mean score for each "core" curriculum area, 
with the exception of Foreign Language teachers, is more 
positive toward the involvement evaluation program than 
toward the pre-existing non-involvement model. The overall 
mean score for the non-involvement response was 3.2 and the 
overall involvement response was 2.7. 
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The percentile ranking by specific teaching assignment 
shows that each "core" curriculum area teacher, with the 
exception of Foreign Language teachers, strongly favored the 
involvement teacher evaluation process to encourage change 
in teaching behavior. The participants indicated that 87.5% 
agree that the involvement process encourages change in 
teacher attitudes more than does.the summative teacher 
evaluation program. 
Subsidiary Question Id: Does teacher involvement change 
teacher attitudes toward teaching 
relative to their formal 
educational background as opposed 
to the summative evaluation 
program? 
To answer to the final subsidiary question to Part One, 
the study analyzed the relationship between the individual 
mean score responses by the participants' formal educational 
background. Since no participant had less than a bachelor 
degree or more than a certificate of advanced graduate study 
degree, the demographic variables used in Table 6 were 
categorized to include "Bachelor Degree," "Master Degree" 
and "Certificate of Advanced Graduate Study." The 
distribution of the participants' formal educational 
background was as follows: 10 participants had Bachelor 
Degrees, 13 Master Degrees and one Certificate of Advanced 
Graduate Study. 
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Table 6 shows that 33.4% of the total group indicated a 
positive response toward the summative evaluation program 
before experiencing the pilot test teacher involvement 
program. At the completion of the pilot test program, 87.6% 
of the total group indicated a positive attitudes toward the 
teacher involvement model. A further division of 
participants by formal educational background shows that 
100% of the participants who have earned a Bachelor Degree 
and a Certificate of Advanced Graduate study favored the 
involvement process, while 76.9% of those earning a Master 
Degree also preferred the teacher involvement process. The 
total mean score range for the non-involvement group 
equalled 3.0; and the total mean score for the involvement 
group was 2.6. 
Since 87.6% of all participants favored the teacher 
involvement evaluation program, the strong conclusion was 
that these teacher felt that the involvement process 
actually encouraged change in teacher attitude toward 
teaching to a greater degree than the existing summative 
evaluation method. 
Part II 
Part Two analyzes mean score responses to the Survey of 
Teacher Attitudes Toward Teacher Evaluation and the Exit 
Questionnaire results will respect to whether the teacher 
involvement evaluation program encourages improvement in 
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teacher instruction. The subsidiary questions, as has been 
noted, investigated changes in teacher attitudes toward 
improving instruction. The Exit Questionnaire (Appendix D) 
was used to collect data to respond to the subsidiary 
questions in Part Two. 
Major Research Question 2: Does teacher involvement 
encourage improvement in 
teaching instruction more than 
the existing summative 
evaluation program? 
To gather answers to this question, the study utilized 
responses to those questions developed to reflect the 
’’improvement in instruction" on the Survey of Teacher 
Attitudes Toward Teacher Evaluation (see specifically 
questions 11, 13, 19, 20, 22, 23 and 29). 
Based on the overall mean score range of 3.9 on the 
non-involvement evaluation program and 2.3 on the 
involvement evaluation program (Table 7), teachers in this 
group clearly felt that the involvement evaluation program 
encouraged change in teacher attitudes toward improving 
instruction more than the summative program. 
Subsidiary Question 2a: Does teacher involvement in the 
evaluation program encourage change 
with respect to what teachers 
think they "know" about their 
teaching as opposed to the existing 
summative evaluation program? 
Participants were asked if the teacher involvement 
evaluation program encouraged change in what they understood 
themselves to know about their teaching and to describe 
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changes in their teaching attitudes during the 1984-1985 
school year. Table 8 shows a mean score response of 2.7 and 
indicates that 75% of the participants felt that the 
involvement program did encourage change in what teachers 
understood their teaching to be. 
Some selected examples drawn from the Exit Question¬ 
naire after completing the teacher involvement evaluation 
process during the 1984-1985 school year add verbal flavor 
to the quantified results: 
1. "The involvement process made me more aware of my 
teaching techniques and afforded me the 
opportunity to experiment with new or different 
teaching techniques during this school year." 
2. "This involvement process encouraged me to look at 
myself as a teacher and receive constructive 
support from my supervisor." 
3. "I found the involvement process only as good as 
the three teaching goals that were mutually agreed 
on with my supervisor for this school year. If my 
goals were not meaningful to me, I would not have 
known much more about teaching than I have in 
previous years." 
4. "The involvement evaluation process encouraged me 
to: (1) evaluate and discuss my teaching with my 
supervisor more this year than in past years and 
(2) receive specific feedback on how well I am 
doing in reaching my goals. I knew where I stood 
at all times, however, with the "old" system 
everything was too vague - how can I be encouraged 
by being observed one (1) forty minute period a 
year with no direction?" 
5. "The involvement process made me aware that I need 
to spend more class time reviewing previous 
materials. I was moving too fast for the lower 
level students." 
6. "The involvement process forced me to evaluate 
myself, use knowledge and creativity to do a 
better job." 
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7. "I stopped trying to spoon feed students. The 
changes were not what I knew, but what I used as a 
different teaching technique." 
8. "The teacher involvement evaluation process 
encouraged me to improve my teaching methods. 
Next year I will involve more students in class 
discussion." 
9. "The involvement approach made me aware that I 
need to improve my questioning methods used in 
class." 
10. "Periodic evaluations based around specific 
teaching goals, rather than random performance 
criteria, allows one to recognize growth and 
improve performance." 
Subsidiary Question 2b: Does teacher involvement in the 
evaluation program encourage change 
with respect to how teachers 
"perceive" their task as a teacher 
as opposed to the summative 
evaluation program? 
This specific question, as indicated in Table 9, had 
the fewest number of positive responses. Nevertheless, even 
here the total mean score range was 2.8 and 58.3% indicated 
that the involvement program encouraged change in how 
teachers perceive their role. 
The remaining 41.7% fell within the 3.0-3.9 mean score 
range. Examples of participant comments from this 
"negative" group included: 
1. "My perception of my task as a teacher has always 
been clear to me regardless of the type of 
evaluation process employed." 
2. "I still see my task as a teacher in the same 
light as before, however, I did work harder at 
that task using the involvement program. 
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3. "I have always been aware of my task as a teacher 
and have not changed my perception of my job, but 
did have more opportunities to meet with my 
supervisor and discuss my teaching under the 
involvement program." 
4. "The involvement process did not change the nature 
of my task or increase or decrease my awareness of 
it. " 
From the opposite perspective, however, examples of 
comments by the 58.3% of the participants who expressed a 
positive response toward the teacher involvement evaluation 
program include the following: 
5. "Using the involvement process made me more aware 
of my students' academic growth and how I needed 
to plan my lessons around stimulating and 
encouraging student progress." 
6. "The involvement process helped me develop a more 
student oriented, as opposed to teacher oriented, 
lesson." 
7. "The involvement program encouraged me to perceive 
my role as a teacher in the community and improve 
my communications and relationship with parents." 
8. "This process allows one to look at the means and 
not just the end results." 
9. "The involvement approach made me evaluate what I 
want students to learn." 
10. "The teaching goals that I worked to attain during 
the school year made me look at myself as a 
teacher. These goals served as a constant 
reminder to me and made me reach out more as a 
person." 
Subsidiary Question 2c: Does teacher involvement in the 
evaluation program encourage change 
with respect to how teachers feel 
about their teaching as opposed to 
the summative evaluation program? 
As noted earlier, the hypothesis of this investigation 
rests on the assumption that teachers change their attitudes 
149 
toward teaching only when they want it to change, and that 
they are more likely to want change when they truly 
understand the nature and purpose of a teacher evaluation 
system. 
Table 10 shows that 75% of the participants expressed a 
positive response toward the teacher involvement program 
with respect to encouraging change in how teachers feel 
about their teaching. The total mean score range for this 
subsidiary research question was 2.5. Again, it becomes 
apparent that these participating teachers felt that the 
involvement program actually encouraged change in how 
teachers feel about their teaching. 
Some examples of supporting comments by participants 
included: 
1. "The involvement approach gave me a feeling of 
worth, knowing I best know my strengths and 
weaknesses. It gave me the incentive to do 
better." 
2. "I feel that somebody cares, instead of keeping 
tabs." 
3. "This new approach forced me to really look at 
what I was doing and how I did it." 
4. "There is more reinforcement because of the 
frequency of contact with my supervisor - i.e. 
you're not given the opportunity to be on the 
wrong track, without being directed to a more 
suitable teaching method." 
5. "This new approach allowed me the opportunity to 
qather student feedback periodically, something I 
never thought about while using the traditional 
evaluation program." 
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6. 
"The involvement program sparked a new 
improving teaching techniques with my 
senior classes." 
interest in 
junior and 
7* ll fSlt !"0re effective on a day-to-day basis using 
the teacher involvement evaluation program. it 
made me think more about my teaching." 
8. "I came out of this year with a feeling of ac¬ 
complishment for attaining my three (3) teaching 
goals, rather than just passing with a "satis¬ 
factory" on the traditional checklist form." 
9. "This teacher involvement process helped me set 
reachable goals and since these were met, I feel 
confident." 
10. "I have always been aware of my feelings and 
attitudes about these topics, however, the 
involvement approach strongly encouraged me to do 
something about them, as opposed to merely being 
observed as the traditional evaluation program 
does." 
Part III 
Part III analyzes the mean score responses, frequency 
distributions and percentile ranks on the Survey of Teacher 
Attitudes Toward Teacher Evaluation and the Exit Question¬ 
naire will respect to improving student performance. The 
single related subsidiary question pertains to what teachers 
did differently with their students that contributed to the 
improvement. 
Major Research Question 3: Does the involvement process 
encourage improvement in 
student performance more so 
than the existing summative 
evaluation program? 
To respond to this final major research question, the 
study employed five attitudinal statements on the Survey of 
15° 
Teacher Attitudes Toward Teacher Evaluation that related to 
student performance (Question 24-28). Each of these five 
statements are listed below and followed by a brief summary 
of mean score responses emphasizing non involvement and 
involvement comparisons. The response range was from 1.0 
(strongly encouraged to 5.0 (strongly discouraged). 
Statement #24: The current teacher evaluation program 
contributes to the improvement of 
student learning experiences in the 
classroom. 
The mean score responses for this statement on the non¬ 
involvement evaluation program was 3.4 and on the involve¬ 
ment program 1.9. 
Statement #25: The current teacher evaluation program 
recognizes good teaching as determined 
by student outcomes. 
The mean score response for this statement on the 
non-involvement program was 3.8 and on the involvement 
program 2.5. 
Question #26: The current teacher evaluation program 
measures the degree by which the teacher 
adapts the learning task to various levels of 
student ability groups. 
The mean score response for this statement on the 
non-involvement program was 3.5 and on the involvement 
program was 2.7. 
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Question #27: The current teacher evaluation program 
encourages the teacher to determine the 
different progress rates in learning to 
accommodate the individuals in the group. 
The mean score response for this statement on the 
non—involvement program was 3.6 and on the involvement 
program 2.7. 
Question #28: The current teacher evaluation program 
encourages the teacher to enrich learning to 
make it significant and useful. 
The mean score response for this statement on the non¬ 
involvement program was 3.3 and on the involvement program 
was 2.1. 
A survey of Table 12, then, indicates that 61.6% of the 
participants felt that the involvement program encouraged 
improvement in student performance. On the basis of these 
observations, the teacher involvement program did, in fact, 
encourage change in teacher attitudes toward improving 
student performance more so than the existing summative 
evaluation program. The final subsidiary question 
pertaining to student performance likewise indicates that 
teachers thought more about how to improve student 
performance when using the teacher involvement evaluation 
program. 
Subsidiary Question 3a: Does the involvement process 
encourage change with respect to 
what teachers "do" with their 
students as opposed to the 
summative evaluation program? 
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Further data pertaining to student performance were 
collected from the Exit Questionnaire. These responses 
indicate that 87.5% of the participants felt that the 
involvement program encouraged change in what teachers do 
with their students. Table 12 shows that 41.7% felt that 
the involvement program "strongly encouraged" change and 
45.8% felt "encouraged" using the process. 
Since the combined positive responses on the Exit 
Questionnaire equaled 87.5% of the participants and the 
total mean score response was 2.2, it was concluded that 
the great majority of teachers actually changed what they 
did with students as a result of using the teacher 
involvement evaluation program. 
Some specific remarks drawn from the Exit Questionnaire 
pertaining to what teachers did differently with their 
students using the involvement process included: 
1. "As a result of the new evaluation process, I 
became more aware of my questioning techniques 
and noticed a marked improvement over the year in 
the number of students who participated in class 
discussions." 
2. "I did make some gains in keeping students 
informed of weekly progress instead of informing 
them at more widely spaced intervals. This helped 
a majority of my students to consistently want to 
do well. It was particularly helpful to lower 
level students." 
3. "The new evaluation system forced me to introduce 
different ideas and new approaches to learning. 
4. "The involvement approach frees you up so you can 
try new ideas and processes to perk-up your 
teaching, subject and student interest. 
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5. The involvement approach made me think about my 
role as lecturer. I used to constantly lecture 
while students took notes. This year I used 
different learning activities (group discussions 
and projects, oral reports, more 'hands on' 
activities) and found the students and teacher 
more interesting!" 
6. "I decided to keep a student portfolio for my 
college preparatory English class from September 
to June. When I shared the results with the 
students, periodically during the school year, 
they were pleasurably surprised and I was 
encouraged to continue this process next year." 
7. "The involvement evaluation process encouraged me 
to do positive activities with my students and 
upgrade student expectation." 
8. "For the first time in the four years that I have 
been teaching, I encouraged students to become 
less dependent on me and become self-directed 
learners." 
9. "The involvement plan encouraged me to develop a 
variety of student activities for the various 
levels of student abilities in my classes." 
10. "I want to make the involvement program continuous 
because I felt better about teaching this year 
than in past years. I will continue to apply 
different teaching and learning techniques next 
year despite the fact that the new teacher 
evaluation method will not be used next year. It 
is certainly more constructive in helping me set 
goals and measure my success. My students 
benefited from the process as much as I did, 
because I was a better teacher this year than 
prior years." 
11. "Under the involvement process you find that you 
are more aware of rapport and interrelationships 
with students in the classroom. I provided more 
individual student help this year than I have in 
past year." 
12. "This involvement system encourages diversity in 
methods as goals are clearly defined. This year I 
pretested students before each unit and posttested 
after - learning goals were defined before hand 
and achievement recognized after each unit. 
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13. "I taught students to take notes, even in math, in 
a low level course it seemed very helpful for 
students in the end." 
14. Using the teacher involvement evaluation program, 
I re-evaluated how I present laboratory work and 
found that my new approach worked better with 
students of different levels of ability." 
15. "One goal I attained using the involvement 
approach this year was to do less 'talking' and 
more 'listening' and 'doing' - it worked!" 
Summary 
The methodology and results presented in this chapter 
sought to ascertain the degree to which teachers feel that 
the teacher involvement program actually changed teacher 
attitudes toward evaluation, improved teacher instruction 
and enhanced student performance. Both field experience and 
a reading of the literature relevant to teacher evaluation 
(McGreal, 1983; Iwanicki, 1981; Wise and Darling- 
Hammond, 1984; Redfern, 1980, et al) suggested the 
hypothesis that first teacher attitudes toward teaching must 
be recognized and improved, before attempting to change 
teacher attitudes toward improving instruction and student 
performance. 
Additional findings included an assessment of the 
degree to which teachers felt the involvement program 
changed teacher attitudes to produce positive outcomes in 
what teachers think they "know," "perceive" and "feel" about 
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their teaching and what they "did" differently with their 
students after their participation in the teacher 
involvement program during the 1984-1985 school year. 
Dependent variables used in the study included: years of 
teaching experience, formal educational background, sex of 
the participants and specific teaching assignments. 
Accordingly, data elicited from the Survey of Teacher 
Attitudes Toward Teacher Evaluation and the Exit Question¬ 
naire were used to answer the dissertation's three major 
and eight subsidiary questions. 
With respect to the first major research question, the 
study found that this group of teachers reflected positive 
attitudes toward the teacher involvement program changing 
teacher attitudes toward teaching more so than the 
pre-existing summative evaluation program. 
Regarding the first four subsidiary questions 
pertaining to the actual change in teacher attitudes toward 
teaching using the involvement program, it was found that 
there was a significant difference which indicated that the 
involvement process, as opposed to the non-involvement 
program, encouraged change in teacher attitudes toward 
teaching relative to the number of years of teaching 
experience, formal educational background, sex of the 
participants and specific teaching assignments. 
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Regarding the second major research question, research 
confirmed that the teacher involvement program actually 
changed teacher attitudes toward improving instruction more 
so than summative evaluation. 
Likewise, for the final major research question 
concerning the actual change in teacher attitudes toward 
improving student performance, results obtained again 
indicated the presence of a significant difference; which 
indicated that the involvement process encouraged change in 
teacher attitudes toward improving student performance and 
encouraged teachers to think more about student outcomes. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of evaluation is to improve teaching. 
In most cases, however, teachers are evaluated in much the 
same way that students are tested: results are used to 
assign grades for purpose of termination or retention, 
rather than to convey useful information about specific 
strengths or weaknesses in performance. Reports are 
commonly dropped into a personnel file and only surface when 
it is time to make decisions about promotion, tenure, or a 
reduction in force. Certainly, it is desirable to make 
personnel decisions based on valid evaluation, but unless 
teachers are invited to share, and use the results of the 
evaluation, there is little opportunity for professional 
growth (Klein, 1984, McGreal, 1983, Pedfern, 1980, Iwanicki, 
1981, Wise and Darling-Hammond, 1984). 
As Knapp (1982) comments: 
The process of developing evaluation 
systems is an occasion for many things 
in an organization such as interaction 
of constituencies, celebration of 
important values, and the joint 
recognition of problems. Whether or not 
performance objectives are met by a 
specified portion of a school district s 
teachers, the "indirect" result of such 
efforts may have considerable impact on 
staff behaviors, enthusiasm or beliefs, 
with ultimate benefits for students, (p. 
18) . 
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One of the primary goals of teacher evaluation is the 
improvement of individual and collective teaching 
performance in schools. Effectively changing the behavior 
of another person requires enlisting the cooperation and 
motivation of that person, in addition to providing guidance 
on the steps needed for improvement to occur. According to 
Darling-Hammond, Wise, and Pease (1984) , at the individual 
level, change depends upon the development of two important 
conditions within the individual: knowledge that a course 
of action is the correct one and a sense of empowerment or 
efficiency, that is, a perception that pursuing a given 
course of action is both worthwhile and possible. 
The hypothesis of this investigation contends that 
teachers change their attitudes toward teaching only when 
they want it to change, and they are more likely to want 
change when they truly understand the nature and purpose of 
a teacher evaluation system. 
The main purpose of this study was to assess the degree 
to which teachers in a Southwestern Vermont public school 
district actually changed their attitudes toward teaching 
using a teacher involvement program as opposed to a 
pre-existing non-involvement program. The study is not 
directed toward how teachers feel about undergoing a 
particular process, but rather whether the results of such 
efforts have significant impact on staff attitudes toward 
teaching (instructional goals), improving teaching instruc- 
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tion (instructional practices) and student performance 
(classroom activities). Hence, this study is guided by 
three major research questions and eight subsidiary 
questions presented in Chapters I and IV. 
A review of the literature commenting on teacher 
sv^iu^-t-ion makes it difficult to draw conclusions or infer 
the directions in which teacher appraisal will move in 
future years. Historically, however, the observation 
process has moved from "inspection and control" by lay 
people toward strategies for "improving teacher behavior" by 
researchers and practitioners. 
The practice of formal appraisal of teacher 
performance, as well as the theory on which it is based, is 
contemporary. In the second half of this century, a 
resurgence of interest in performance appraisal has become 
apparent, especially in the development of total appraisal 
programs that include all personnel in a school system, so 
as to integrate the objectives of individuals with those of 
the system and its long-term goals. 
The public has come to believe that the key to 
educational improvement lies in upgrading the quality of 
teachers rather than in changing school structure or 
curriculum. Improving teacher quality was the most frequent 
response to the 1979 Gallup polls’ question on what public 
schools could do to earn an "A" grade, surpassing by large 
margins such reforms as emphasizing the basics, improving 
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school management, reducing class size, or upgrading 
curriculum (Gallup, 1979) . 
"Accountability," "cost benefit," and "effective 
school" concepts have filtered down from federal and state 
government to the local level, forcing school officials to 
reconsider the purpose, design, and methods of implementing 
appraisal systems. 
Finally, some of the most recent literature has 
stressed that teacher evaluation is an activity that must 
satisfy competing individual and organizational needs. The 
imperative of uniform treatment for personnel decisions may 
result in standardized definitions of acceptable teaching 
behavior. However, research on teacher performance and 
teaching effectiveness does not lead to a stable list of 
measurable teaching behaviors effective in all teaching 
contexts. Moreover, research on individual and organi¬ 
zational behavior indicates the need for context - specific 
strategies for improving teaching rather than system-wide 
hierarchical efforts. If teacher evaluation is to be a 
useful tool for teacher improvement, the process must strike 
a careful balance between standardized, centrally 
administered performance expectations and teacher-specific 
approaches to evaluation and professional development. 
The data for this investigation were drawn from a 
research population which consisted of 24 "core" curriculum 
teachers in a southwestern Vermont public school district. 
conducted during the 1984-1985 school year. The study was 
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The instruments employed to assess teacher behaviors 
was A Survey of Teacher Attitudes Toward Teacher Evaluation 
and the Exit Questionnaire. The initial questionnaire, A 
Survey of Teacher Attitudes Toward Teacher Evaluation, was 
used before and after the pilot test program. The 
questionnaire was developed specifically for the study and 
consisted of five (5) background questions and thirty-three 
(33) statements designed to elicit categorical responses 
from the subjects regarding to specific teacher evaluation 
programs. Each of the statements was an expression of 
desired behavior and constructed so as to conform with the 
attitude measurement scale model developed by Likert (1967) . 
The Exit Questionnaire, used at the end of the pilot 
test program, was designed by the investigator to elicit 
information pertaining to actual changes in teacher 
attitudes toward improving instruction and improving student 
performance. 
The statistical procedures used to analyze the data 
were (1) measures of central tendency: mean scores, 
frequency distributions and percentile ranks, and (2) 
Dependent Sample t Test. 
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Discussion of the Findings 
Part I 
The first finding of this study was that the 
participants indicated, by an overwhelming proportion 
(91.7%), that the teacher involvement program actually 
encouraged change in teacher attitudes toward teaching more 
so than the pre-existing summative evaluation program. 
It became apparent from these results that the clearer 
the idea that a person has of what is to be accomplished, 
the greater the chances for success. Most teacher 
evaluation processes studied addressed their attention to 
questions of how to identify effective teaching without 
addressing questions of how to bring about changes in 
teacher attitudes. Instead these processes seem to assume 
that having discovered what ought to be done, implementation 
of recommended actions naturally follows. 
The teachers who participated in the pilot test teacher 
involvement process were more willing to work with 
supervisors toward preparing and implementing new or 
different teaching techniques and student activities. Most 
commonly mentioned by participants was the feeling of 
ownership in the evaluation system which motivated the 
majority of the participants to change significantly their 
attitudes toward teaching; afforded them the opportunity to 
feel professional about their work and encouraged them to 
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share accomplishments with their supervisors periodically 
during the school year. 
In addition to addressing the major research question, 
the study attempted to determine if change produced by the 
teacher involvement evaluation program in teacher was 
affected by such variables: the number of years of teaching 
experience, the sex of the participant, specific teaching 
assignments and formal educational background. 
Additional findings to Part One pertaining to teacher 
attitudes toward teaching showed that the participants, 
regardless of the number of years of teaching experience, 
sex, specific teaching assignments and formal educational 
background, indicated that the teacher involvement program 
encouraged change in teacher attitudes toward teaching more 
so than the summative evaluation program. 
Only the demographic variable "specific teaching 
assignment" suggested any divergence from this pattern and 
that only to the extent that the majority of Foreign 
Language teachers felt "neutral" about the significance of 
change in teaching attitudes using the teacher involvement 
program. A review of the above data suggested the 
conclusion that teachers do not resent evaluation programs 
if they are geared toward improving teaching instruction. 
Teachers must sense that someone cares about their work 
and is willing to work with them toward professional 
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improvement. Given such attention, teachers are more apt to 
change their attitudes and experiences if the evaluation 
model is condusive to growth and development. 
Part II 
The second major finding of this study was that the 
vast majority of participants (85%) indicated that the 
teacher involvement program encouraged changes in teacher 
attitudes toward improving instruction more so than did the 
existing summative evaluation program. 
The pilot tested teacher involvement program focused on 
at least one (1), and in some cases three (3), teaching 
goals during the 1984-1985 school year. That is, each 
teacher and supervisor mutually agreed on a teaching goal(s) 
that dealt with specific teaching skills, rather than on 
curriculum or administratively dictated matters. 
Some examples of these teaching goals implemented 
during the 1984-1985 school year were: 
1. To strengthen my questioning style in 
the classroom - body language, voice, 
movement, etc. - to spark interest in 
the topic under discussion. 
2. To present Consumer Math students with 
numerous "real life" examples and 
situations relating to the real world, 
rather than the simple, impersonal 
textbook approach. 
3. To develop techniques for increasing the 
amount and quality of student-teacher 
interaction time during lab classes. 
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4. To make the transition from one teaching 
or learning activity to another more 
smoothly in my lower level science 
classes. 
Teaching goals, as opposed to curriculum goals, organi¬ 
zational and administrative goals, allow the teacher and 
supervisor to experiment with recent validated research on 
teaching and learning styles. They afford teachers the 
opportunity to focus on new and different teaching 
techniques without feeling threatened by the teacher 
evaluation process, procedure and instrument. 
Additional findings to Part II indicate that the 
teacher involvement program encouraged changes in what 
teachers think they "know," "perceive" and "feel" about 
their teaching. The majority of participants indicated that 
the involvement process made them think more about their 
teaching and share insights with peers and supervisors. As 
indicated in the literature cited earlier (Wise, 
Darling-Hammond and Pease (1984)), whether or not 
performance objectives are met by a specified portion of the 
teachers is less important than the indirect results of such 
efforts having a positive impact on staff enthusiasm and 
behavior. 
Part III 
The third major finding of this study was that 61.6 o of 
the participants indicated that the teacher involvement 
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program actually encouraged change in teacher attitudes 
toward improving student performance more so than the 
pre-existing summative evaluation program. 
Additional findings pertaining to changes in teacher 
attitudes toward improving student performance include what 
teachers "did" differently with their students participating 
in the teacher involvement process. 
Judging from responses to the Exit Questionnaire, it 
was concluded that teachers actually thought and did more 
with their students to gain improvements in student 
performance using the teacher involvement program. Some 
participants attributed this significant change to the 
teacher self-evaluation process at the beginning of the 
pilot test program. Others attributed the change to the 
increase in classroom observations by their supervisors, 
which promoted dialogue pertaining to student observations. 
Still others concluded that one (1) of their three (3) goals 
which specifically focused on student performance was 
attained. Regardless of the cause, however, the overall 
effect was that teachers were more cognizant of student 
performance after having used the involvement approach and 
explored different instructional practices as exhibited on 
page 155. 
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Implications of the Study 
One of the major implications of this study is that the 
subject district clearly needed to review its current 
evaluation system with regard to its purposes, procedures, 
processes, and instrumentation. The result of the pilot test 
teacher involvement program implemented during the 1984-1985 
school year, strongly suggests that teachers do not resent 
evaluation as long as they understand that the process is 
designed to help teachers improve performance. This study 
further implies that difficulties arise not so much from the 
concept of teacher evaluation as from the way evaluation is 
carried out. 
Another significant finding of this study was that 
there must be an organizational commitment throughout the 
management hierarchy the purpose of the teacher evaluation 
program. The school district should encourage teachers to 
take responsibility for their own growth. The 
individualization of the evaluation process can 
significantly contribute to this end. In consequence, 
teachers should be actively involved in the development, 
operation and periodic revision of the evaluation process. 
The supervisor, while still maintaining ultimate 
responsibility for the final product, must simultaneously 
provide the teacher with appropriate training and practice 
in the skills and knowledge necessary to implement and 
maintain an effective evaluation system. 
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The third important finding of this study, that has 
implications for school districts planning to review or 
redesign their teacher evaluation program, was the 
indication that teacher attitude toward teaching must first 
be dealt with before attempting to develop programs to 
improve teacher instruction or improve student performance. 
The attitude that the evaluation system must be primarily 
designed to "weed out bad teachers" and provide proper 
documentation for dismissal must be reviewed. Obviously, it 
would be to the district's advantage to be sure that the 
local evaluation procedures do not violate due process 
safeguards. However, an evaluation system can provide these 
protections and still be designed with the improvement of 
instruction as its primary focus. The choice of a teacher 
evaluation process commonly incorporates views of teaching, 
school organizational assumptions and local community 
values; although quite often these associations are made 
only implicitly. A usually more explicit choice factor is 
the evaluation results intended use. 
Based on the work of Wagoner and O'Hanlon (1968) and 
McGreal (1983) and others, it is obvious that teacher 
feelings toward evaluation are negatively affected by 
systems that promote such practices as high-supervisor, 
low-teacher involvement; the ratings or comparisons between 
people; and the over-emphasis upon solely administrative 
criteria. Systems of this nature provide no better basis 
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for the evaluation and, in most cases, less valuable, 
documentation for potential dismissal procedures simply 
because they promote the negative attitudes not compensating 
encouragement for altering classroom instructional behavior. 
On the other hand, systems built upon efforts truly 
directed toward improving instruction, and having 
procedures, process, and instrumentation complementary to 
that effort, have been shown to increase significantly the 
likelihood of promoting such change (Zelenak and Snider, 
1974) . 
The fourth finding of this study has implications 
pertaining to improving teacher instruction. Participants 
in the pilot test program felt that teacher involvement in 
the evaluation program encouraged change in what teachers 
think they "know," "perceive" and "feel" about their 
teaching. They attributed these changes to a number of 
experiences included in the teacher involvement process. 
Among these experiences were self-evaluation, increased 
dialogue between teachers and supervisors, goals attainment, 
etc. Teachers felt that they had an opportunity to focus on 
specific teaching techniques as opposed to a random variety 
of vague standards of performance appearing on the existing 
checklist/summative evaluation instrument. 
Participants also felt that they were responsible for 
their own professional growth as they took the initiative to 
develop their individual teacher goals. Their participa¬ 
tions in the process produced a sense of ownership in the 
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evaluation program. The appraisal process was not something 
done to them, but with them. 
The fifth important finding of this study was the 
indication that the actual change in teacher attitudes 
toward teaching and improving teaching instruction had a 
direct effect on improving student performance. 
More than half the participants (61.1%) felt that the 
teacher involvement evaluation program was more effective in 
changing teacher behavior toward improving student 
performance. Further data pertaining to student performance 
indicated that 87.5% of the participants actually changed 
what they "did" with students during the school year. The 
implication is that teachers were encouraged to think more 
about student performance and were willing to experiment 
with new and different teaching and learning activities 
using the involvement process. 
The final findings of this study having implications 
for the subject school district as well as others who plan a 
review or redesign of their teacher evaluation, is to 
develop specific guidelines for change. Having implemented 
the pilot test teacher involvement program during the 
1984-1985 school year and reviewing the literature 
pertaining to teacher evaluation programs, the following 
specific recommendations are offered: 
1. Upper eschelon leadership within the organization 
must be committed to and supportive of the 
evaluation system before it can be expected to 
succeed. 
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The school district should decide the main purpose 
of the teacher evaluation system and then match 
the process, procedure and instrument to the 
purpose. 
A teacher evaluation system that is successful in 
one school district may not be effective in 
another district. 
The evaluation system must suit local values, 
school district philosophy and goals, due process 
safeguards, management styles and useful standards 
of teacher performance. 
Teacher involvement and responsibility in 
developing, implementing and reviewing the 
evaluation system will improve teacher attitude 
toward the process. This does not mean that the 
supervisor's control and responsibility for 
carrying out the evaluation process should be 
abrogated. 
Once the appropriate evaluation system is 
selected, it is imperative to develop and 
implement a complete training program for all 
members of the district who will directly be 
affected by the evaluation process. Those 
involved must know and understand the evaluation 
criteria. 
Develop an evaluation program that is as valid and 
reliable as possible. 
Design the evaluation system around substantive 
due process procedures. Within the framework of 
the law, set standards, develop a regular process 
and be fair. The only requirements that a local 
evaluation system need to meet to fulfill its 
accountability function is that an evaluation 
system does in fact exist and that it is applied 
fairly and consistently to all. At the point 
where a decision has been made to put a teacher on 
notice, the due process protections come into play 
and a series of relatively clear and precise 
procedures take effect. At this point, the local 
evaluation system is then superceded. 
An evaluation system cannot be built that 
addresses only teacher involvement criteria. A Phi 
Delta Kappa study, Evaluation of Teaching: The 
Formative Process (1984), found that there are 
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successful teacher evaluation systems that are 
used for both teacher improvement (formative) and 
personnel decisions (summative). 
10. Plan justification for the teacher evaluation 
program relative to cost in relationship to 
benefits. Budget figures suggest another reason 
for careful evaluation of personnel: the quest 
for job security assures that negative evaluation 
decisions will be challenged more and more. 
Therefore, if a school district decides to 
redesign their teacher evaluation program, it must 
determine if the costs are worth the benefits. 
11. Develop a periodic teacher evaluation review plan 
including representatives from each level of the 
organizational structure. The purpose of such a 
plan is to encourage a review, update or redesign 
of the existing teacher evaluation program. 
Need for Further Research 
Based on the findings of this study, the following 
recommendations for future research are suggested: 
1. Replication of this study with a distribution of 
elementary and secondary teachers to determine 
whether or not teachers at various levels of 
education significantly change their attitudes 
toward teaching using non-involvement and 
involvement comparisons. 
2. Design a study that compares school districts' 
teacher evaluation programs to determine if there 
is a significant change in teacher attitudes 
relative to the primary purpose of the district's 
teacher evaluation program. 
3. Replication of this study focusing on different 
teacher evaluation systems and their effect on 
improving student performance using comparative 
standardized test results. 
4. Compilation of a study with a larger population 
that focuses on different teacher evaluation 
system and their affect on improving teacher 
instruction. 
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This study is significant because it provides evidence 
based upon a selected group of teachers in a Southwestern 
Vermont public school system, that changing teacher 
attitudes toward teaching, improving teacher instruction, 
and improving student performance all can be accomplished by 
redesigning the process, procedure and instrument of a 
pre-existing teacher evaluation program. These findings, it 
is hoped, will provide school board members, administrators, 
teachers and others responsible for the improvement of 
public school education with some meaningful insights as 
well as an increased appreciation of the importance of the 
teacher evaluation process. 
Much research in the last few decades has led to new 
theories pertaining to the teaching and learning process. 
Educators should be encouraged to review their current 
teacher evaluation system to ensure that teachers have the 
opportunity to become aware of these validated findings and 
be encouraged to use them when appropriate for classroom 
instruction. 
There is, in fact, no area in education that has more 
potential impact on the improvement of schools than a 
successful teacher evaluation program. Especially in times 
of declining resources, schools throughout the country must 
work toward improving their product. Improving teacher 
attitudes is a vital part of that effort. Such improvement, 
if it is to be obtained, requires face-to-face meetings 
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close, meaningful, and regular interaction between 
supervisors and teachers. For supervisors, the major task 
is orchestrating limited resources available to them to 
integrate the growing array of state and local policies and 
initiatives with individual teacher needs for instructional 
improvement and support. 
This study found that the pilot tested teacher 
involvement evaluation program is feasible. It identified 
positive effects observed among those who participated. 
Although the evaluation program used during the 
1984-1985 school year was described as a "teacher-involve¬ 
ment" evaluation program focusing on improving teacher 
performance, the program also included a "summative" process 
to make personnel decisions pertaining to future teacher 
assignments, retention and promotion. 
Clearly, although this evaluation system was 
successful, it is not intended as a panacea for all the ills 
of the teaching profession. Certainly it will not be 
effective in all schools or with all teachers. Neverthe¬ 
less, by building a teacher evaluation system that 
capitalizes on existing staff and that takes advantage of 
contemporary research on teaching and learning, the quality 
of instruction can significantly be enhanced. Such 
enhancement, however, is likely to come only with the 
recognition that teacher attitude is paramount to any 
successful teacher evaluation program. 
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Southwest Vermont Supervisory Union 
004 MAIN STREET 
L3ENNINGT0N. VERMONT 03201 
T«t.|7*<0*** *01-447 TSOt 
April 18, 1984 
<380*0* A SLCCMAN 
Sum AiMTCMoaMT *8't. t CUNNINSHtM 
Mr. Thomas Curran, Principal 
Mt. Anthony Union High School 
Park Straat Ext. 
Bennington, VT 05201 
Dear Mr. Currant 
I wish to inform you that I have reviewed and 
approved your pilot test program and research study 
pertaining to teacher evaluation. 
I will present your proposal at our next 
regularly scheduled Mt. Anthony Board of Director's 
meeting. 
Please keep me informed of/future developments 
Georgcr A. Sleeman 
Superintendent of Schools 
GAS/pa 
IIN K. •« I INmmai. SHArrwH-**. Wi 
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SOUTHWESTERN VERMONT 
EDUCATION ASSOCIATION.itc. 
Bennington, Vermont 05201 
Hay 2, 1984 
Thomas J. Curran, principal 
Mt. Anthony Union High School 
Bennington, Vermont 05201 
Oaar Tom, 
It la our considered opinion that your teacher 
evaluation attitude survey and Its concomitant project will 
serve an Interesting and valuable purpose In the study of 
our present teacher evaluation process at Mt. Anthony. 
The fact that the confidentiality of the questionnaires 
Is guaranteed by the method of administration makes the 
Introductory phase quite sensible and secure. And those who 
then volunteer for the continuing project will undoubtedly 
be those teachers who are most Intrigued by the study and 
most Intent on developing ways to make their teaching more 
vital, as well as more productive. 
The Association Is happy to play a role In changing 
education for the betters we take little pleasure In simply 
policing our contracts. We wish you great success In this 
endeavor. You can count on our full support. 
Sincerely, 
Joan Gardner, president 
cct Executive Council 
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Southwest Vishmont Supervisory Union 
00 V MAIN STRCliT 
UliNNINO I ON. VERMONT 05201 
TeLtP**0»*i SOI 44? ?50t 
May 21, 1984 
oeonoe a suetMAN 
SuMAIMftMOtNT 
-**'L K C'JNNINGM.fct 
*»» T SU*|4'NT(M0tNf 
Mr. Thomas Curran, Principal 
Mt. Anthony Union High School 
Park Street Ext. 
Bennington, VT 05201 
Dear Mr. Currant 
This letter is to acknowledge that the Mt. Anthony 
Board of School Directors unanimously approved your 
request to conduct a pilot test program pertaining to 
teacher evaluation during the 1984-1985 school year. 
We acknowledge that this program will involve 
25 volunteer teachers from the High School. Research 
conducted for this project will be used to collect 
data for a doctoral dissertation under the supervision 
of the Education, Policy, Research and Administration 
Division at the University oy Massachusetts/^Amherst) . 
leeman 
nt of Schools 
Robert J. Dimka 
Chairman 
AmiMM. No. HuniMM N»>o. M*. Aimooov U.N.ft. » 
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MOUNT ANTHONY UNION HIGH SCHOOL 
PARK STRUT 
B1NNINOTON. VBRMONT 08101 
(SOI) 447-7811 
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I0RQ8 A. SLIIMAN, lURCHllttMaM 
IL I. CUNNINttHAM, AN'1 IwMrlnUMant 
THOMAS i. CURRAN. Prln«lM| 
DAVID MANN, Au't RlmlNI 
STIPHCN ICMIANtK, 0«in •( ItaMnl, 
May 13, 1984 
Dear Colleague, 
Thank you for accepting my request to complete this survey. 
Tt will tnko approximately fifteen minutes to complete all items. 
Plonso do not nlqn your name. All responses will be treated 
conf I.dentin 1 I y. 
The purpose of this survey is to assess your attitude toward 
the teacher evaluation program - the process, procedure, and 
instrument, currently being implemented in our school district. 
Such feedback will be used as a research project to improve the 
teacher evaluation process. We are concerned with the impact 
that the teacher evaluation program has on improving teaching 
instruction as well as.its effect on student achievement. 
The survey is divided into five parts. Part I. contains 
five background information questions. Part II. consists of 
thirty items designed to determine your attitude toward the 
current evaluation program. Part III. contains one summary 
question. Part IV. provides an opportunity for you to make 
some personal remarks about the current evaluation program - 
the process, procedure, and instrument. Part V. is provided 
for any suggestions you may have to improve this survey. Each 
part has specific directions. Please respond to all items. 
Your responses are important for a useful analysis of this 
survey. 
Thank you again for your assistance. 
Sincerely 
Thomas &/ Curran 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of Massachusetts 
188 
Part I 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
This section will provide some necessary background 
information that will contribute to this research 
project. 
Direction: Please complete the background information 
by placing your response on the space 
provided to the left of each question. 
1. What is your primary role in this school district? 
(Place the letter that corresponds to your answer on 
the space provided on the left hand margin) 
a. math teacher 
b. English teacher 
c. science teacher 
d. social studies teacher 
e. foreign language 
2. How many years have you been employed in this school 
_ system? (years) 
3. Your highest academic degree? 
_ a. bachelor's degree 
b. master's degree 
c. certificate of advanced graduate study 
d. doctoral degree 
4. Your sex 
a. male 
b. female 
5. Have you taken a graduate level course, professional 
workshop, or in-service program that was designed to 
improve teacing instruction in the past three years. 
a. Yes 
b. No 
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Part II 
TEACHER ATTITUDES 
This section is designed to assess your opinion 
concerning various aspects of the current teacher 
evaluation program. There are no right or wrong 
answers to these items, but it is important that you 
record your first impressions. 
Directions: Please write the number that corresponds 
to your response in the space provided to 
the left of each question. For questions 
6 to 33, please use the following scale: 
1. STRONGLY AGREE 
2. AGREE 
3. NEUTRAL 
4. DISAGREE 
5. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
THE CURRENT TEACHER EVALUATION PROGRAM: 
6. clearly defines the purpose of evaluation. 
7. is consistent with the school district's 
philosophy pertaining to the instructional 
program. 
8. defines the methods and procedures comprising 
the evaluation process that will be used to 
evaluate teacher performance. 
9. outlines the teacher's general responsibili¬ 
ties and specific tasks as stated in their 
job descriptions. 
10. tends to compare teachers with others, rather 
than provide a description of the kinds of 
things they are doing and how that data might 
be used to enhance or improve their 
performance. 
11. encourages self-evaluation as an essential 
aspect of the teacher evaluation program, 
whereby teachers are given the opportunity to 
evaluate themselves in a positive and 
constructive way. 
12. requires a pre-conference to determine what 
and how to evaluate teaching performance. 
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1. STRONGLY AGREE 
2 . AGREE 
3. NEUTRAL 
4 . DISAGREE 
5. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
THE CURRENT TEACHER EVALUATION PROGRAM: 
13. allows the teacher to mutually determine with 
the supervisor the objectives upon which the 
evaluation is based. 
14. tends to be administrative orientated rather 
than teacher orientated. 
15. encourages mutual trust and understanding 
between the teacher and supervisor that 
fosters improvement in instruction. 
16. provides ample contact time between 
supervisors and teachers. 
17. has a high inference judgment on where the 
teacher stands on each of the predetermined 
criteria. 
18. is committed to promoting effective teacher 
performance. 
19. reinforces the need for effective planning. 
20. promotes a realistic estimate of the 
teachers' day-to-day performance in the 
classroom. 
21. encourages teachers to pursue strengths and 
overcome weakness. 
22. clearly encourages teachers to be creative. 
23. contributes to the improvement of the student 
learning experience in the classroom. 
24. recognizes good teaching as determined by 
student outcomes. 
measures the degree by which the teachers 
adapt the learning task to various levels of 
student ability groups. 
25. 
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1. STRONGLY AGREE 
2. AGREE 
3 . NEUTRAL 
4. DISAGREE 
5 . STRONGLY DISAGREE 
THE CURRENT TEACHER EVALUATION PROGRAM: 
26. encourages teachers to enrich learning, to 
make it significant and useful. 
27. encourages teachers to determine the 
different progress rates in learning to 
accommodate the individuals in the group. 
28. provides for clear, personalized, and 
constructive feedback. 
29. encourages teachers to upgrade their skills. 
30. contributes to professional development. 
31. is sometimes dreaded and feared and should be 
less threatening. 
32. needs to be revised if the primary purpose of 
teacher evaluation is to promote improvement 
in instruction. 
33. should be redesigned to formally evaluate 
experienced teachers every three years. 
Experienced teachers for this research 
project are defined as those who have a 
minimum of three years experience in the same 
school district. 
Part III 
SUMMARY 
This section contains one specific question that is 
designed to summarize your evaluation preference. 
Please place the letter that corresponds 
to your answer in the appropriate space 
to the left. (choose one) 
Direction: 
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34. I would prefer: 
a. a suiranative evaluation program (check¬ 
list/narrative evaluation format) 
currently being used. 
b. a teacher involvement program (a 
mutually agreeable goal-setting approach 
between supervisors and teachers, which 
also includes a suiranative evaluation 
process at the end of the evaluation 
cycle based on the local school 
district's standards of teacher 
performance to determine promotion, 
retention, dismissal, etc.). 
Part IV 
This section is designed to give you an opportunity to 
express some personal remarks about the current 
evaluation program - process, procedure, and 
instrument. Please write any comments you wish to 
share. 
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Part V 
This section is designed to give you an opportunity to 
offer suggestions to improve this survey for future 
years. Please write any suggestions you wish to share. 
APPENDIX D 
EXIT QUESTIONNAIRE 
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MOUNT ANTHONY UNION HIGH SCHOOL 
park street 
BENNINGTON. VERMONT 03201 
(•02) 4*7-7311 
CEOKCC A. SLECMAH. rn0„A$ I Ct/„4V 
»CIL e. CUNNINGHAM. Aa t 0a vi0 ¥asn Au 
STEPHEN ZEMIANEK. Otw of Studi^rt 
JEAN WASSlCK. GininH ^uOtn^tor 
May 15 9 198 5 LAUAEL SMITH, G*mrn Stffff'v'fO' 
Dear Colleague: 
My doctoral committed has recommended that I have one final 
"exit" meeting with you to ask your opinions (feelings) on the 
attached questionnaire. Because I intend to keep all data on 
the piolot tested teacher involvement program on a confidential 
basis, I will use this questionnaire in place of a face-to-face 
meeting. 
To accumulate and separate your individual data, I would 
like to ask that you: 
1. Place your "symbol" (see attached list of symbols) 
on the questionnaire on page 3. 
2. Complete the demographic questions on Page 2. 
3. Complete the questionnaire using the answer key 
that corresponds to your opinions (feelings). 
These questions are a very important summary of the entire 
evaluation program. Please give them some serious thought and 
provide one (1) example for each question in the space provided 
after each question. 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to find out not if you 
like the new process, but if the process works better than the 
existing summative evaluation program. 
Many thanks for your cooperation in filling out this survey 
and for your assistance throughout this school year. 
Sincerely, 
Thomas J. Curran 
Principal 
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Part I 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
This section will provide some necessary background 
information that will contribute to this research 
project. 
Directions: Please complete the background in¬ 
formation placing the letter that 
corresponds to your answer on the 
space provided at the left hand 
margin. 
1. What is your primary role in this school 
district? 
a. English teacher 
b. math teacher 
c. science teacher 
d. social studies teacher 
e. foreign language teacher 
2. How many years have you been employed in this 
school system? 
3. 
a. 1-3 years 
b. 4-6 years 
c. 7-9 years 
d. 10 years or longer 
Your highest academic degree? 
a. bachelor's degree 
b. master's degree 
c. certificate of advanced graduate study 
d. doctoral degree 
4. Your sex? 
a. male 
b. female 
5. Have you taken a graduate level course, 
professional workshop, or inservice program 
that was designed to improve teaching 
instruction in the past three years? 
a. yes 
b. no 
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Please complete the following summary questions using 
the answer key below. All answers should be placed on 
the space provided at the left of each question. 
Please give an example for each question in the space 
provided. 
KEY 
1. STRONGLY ENCOURAGED 
2. ENCOURAGED 
3. NEUTRAL 
4. DISCOURAGED 
5. STRONGLY DISCOURAGED 
Do you feel that the formative teacher evaluation 
program that you experienced this year as opposed to 
the existing summative evaluation program encouraged 
changes during this school year with respect to: 
1. What you know about your teaching? 
Example: 
2. How you perceive your task as a teacher? 
Example: 
3. How you feel about your teaching? 
Example: 
4 . What you do with your students? 
Example: 
APPENDIX E 
A SUMMARY OF TEACHER RESPONSES TOWARD 
TEACHER EVALUATION PROGRAMS 
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(6) The current teacher evaluation program clearly defines 
the purpose of evaluation. 
Non-Involvement  Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 0 0 11 45.8 
2) Agree 5 20.8 11 45.8 
3) Neutral 6 25.0 0 0 
4) Disagree 9 37.5 2 8.3 
5) Strongly disagree 4 16.7 0 0 
(7) The current teacher evaluation program is consistent 
with the school district’s philosophy pertaining to the 
instructional program. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 0 0 1 4.0 
2) Agree 8 33.3 12 50.0 
3) Neutral 9 37.5 11 45.8 
4) Disagree 5 20.8 0 0 
5) Strongly disagree 2 8.3 0 0 
(8) The current teacher evaluation program defines the 
methods and procedures comprising the evaluation 
process that will be used to evaluate teaching 
performance. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 1 4.2 12 50.0 
2) Agree 9 37.5 7 29.2 
3) Neutral 5 20.8 1 4.0 
4) Disagree 6 25.0 4 16.7 
5) Strongly disagree 3 12.5 0 0 
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(9) T^C^rent tfacl^er evaluation program is compatible 
Wlt . teacher s general responsibilities and 
specific tasks as stated in their job descriptions: 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 0 0 13 54.2 
2) Agree 8 33.3 9 37.5 
3) Neutral 8 33.3 1 4.0 
4) Disagree 5 20.8 1 4.0 
5) Strongly disagree 3 12.5 0 0 
(10) The current teacher evaluation program tends to compare 
teachers with others, rather than provide a description 
of the kinds of things they are doing and how that data 
might be used to enhance or improve performance. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 2 8.3 0 0 
2) Agree 6 25.0 2 8.3 
3) Neutral 5 20.8 1 4.0 
4) Disagree 8 33.3 13 54.2 
5) Strongly disagree 3 12.5 8 33.3 
(11) The current teacher evaluation program encourages 
self-evaluation as an essential aspect of the teacher 
evaluation program, whereby teachers are given the 
opportunity to evaluate themselves in a positive and 
constructive way. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 0 0 16 70.0 
2) Agree 5 21.8 6 26.0 
3) Neutral 3 13.0 0 0 
4) Disagree 10 43.4 1 4.0 
5) Strongly disagree 5 21.8 0 0 
* One (1) participant did not respond to this question 
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(12) The current teacher evaluation requires a pre-con 
ference to determine what and how for evaluatinq 
teacher performance. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 1 4.2 15 62.5 
2) Agree 3 12.5 8 33.3 
3) Neutral 1 4.2 1 4.0 
4) Disagree 9 37.5 0 0 
5) Strongly disagree 10 41.7 0 0 
The current teacher evaluation program allows the 
teacher to mutually dteremine with the supervisor the 
objectives upon which the evaluation is based. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 0 0.0 17 70.8 
2) Agree 4 16.7 6 25.0 
3) Neutral 2 8.3 0 0 
4) Disagree 14 58.3 1 4.0 
5) Strongly disagree 4 16.7 0 0 
The current teacher evaluation program tends to be 
administrative oriented rather than teacher oriented. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 8 33.3 0 0 
2) Agree 5 20.8 2 8.3 
3) Neutral 9 37.5 3 12.5 
4) Disagree 2 8.3 13 54.2 
5) Strongly disagree 0 0 6 25.0 
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(15) The current teacher evaluation encourages mutual trust 
and understanding between the teacher and supervisor 
that fosters improvement in instruction. 
Non Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 1 4.2 9 37.5 2) Agree 8 33.3 12 50.0 
3) Neutral 7 29.2 2 8.3 
4) Disagree 5 20.8 1 4.0 
5) Strongly disagree 3 12.5 0 0 
(16) The current teacher evaluation program provides ample 
contact time between supervisors and teachers. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen' 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 4 16.7 0 0 
2) Agree 13 54.2 1 4.0 
3) Neutral 5 20.8 0 0 
4) Disagree 2 8.3 9 37.5 
5) Strongly disagree 0 0 14 58.3 
(17) The current teacher evaluation program has a high 
inference judgement on where the teacher stands on each 
of the predetermined criteria. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 2 8.3 2 8.3 
2) Agree 7 29.2 10 41.6 
3) Neutral 9 37.5 11 45.8 
4) Disagree 6 25.0 1 4.0 
5) Strongly disagree 0 0.0 0 0 
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(18) The current teacher evaluation program is committed to 
promoting effective teacher performance. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 0 0 13 54.2 
2) Agree 8 33.3 8 33.3 
3) Neutral 5 20.8 1 4.0 
4) Disagree 8 33.3 2 8.3 
5) Strongly disagree 3 12.5 0 0 
The current teacher evaluation program reinforces the 
need for the teacher to employ effective planning. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 2 8.3 5 20.8 
2) Agree 9 37.5 16 66.7 
3) Neutral 5 20.8 2 8.3 
4) Disagree 7 29.2 1 4.0 
5) Strongly disagree 1 4.2 0 0 
(20) The current teacher evaluation program promotes a 
realistic assessment of the teacher's day-to-day 
performance in the classroom. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 0 0 3 12.5 
2) Agree 2 8.3 11 45.8 
3) Neutral 1 4.2 4 16.7 
4) Disagree 12 50.0 5 20.8 
5) Strongly disagree 9 37.5 1 4.0 
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(21) The current teacher evaluation program encourages 
teachers to purse strengths and overcome weaknesses. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 1 4.2 12 50.0 
2) Agree 8 33.3 9 37.5 
3) Neutral 6 25.0 0 0 
4) Disagree 6 25.0 3 12.5 
5) Strongly disagree 3 12.5 0 0 
The current teacher 
encourages teachers 
evaluation program clearly 
to be creative. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 0 0 7 29.2 
2) Agree 2 8.3 10 41.2 
3) Neutral 5 20.8 6 25.0 
4) Disagree 11 45.8 1 4.0 
5) Strongly disagree 6 25.0 0 0 
evaluation program contributes the 
student learning experience in the 
(23) The current teacher 
improvement of the 
classroom. 
1) Strongly agree 
2) Agree 
3) Neutral 
4) Disagree 
5) Strongly disagree 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen' 
quency tile quency tile 
0 0 6 25.0 
6 25.0 15 62.5 
4 16.7 2 8.3 
12 50.0 1 4.0 
2 8.3 0 0 
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(24) The current teacher evaluation program recognizes good 
teaching as determined by student outcomes. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 0 0 3 12.5 
2) Agree 2 8.3 11 45.8 
3) Neutral 3 12.5 6 25.0 
4) Disagree 15 62.5 2 8.3 
5) Strongly disagree 4 16.7 2 8.3 
(25) The current teacher evaluation program measures the 
degree by which the teacher adapts the learning task to 
various levels of student ability groups. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 0 0 2 8.3 
2) Agree 6 25.0 11 45.8 
3) Neutral 4 16.7 8 33.3 
4) Disagree 11 45.8 2 8.3 
5) Strongly disagree 3 12.5 1 4.0 
(26) The current teacher evaluation program encourages 
teachers to enrich learning, to make it more 
significant and useful. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 0 0 4 16.7 
2) Agree 7 29.2 16 66.7 
3) Neutral 4 16.7 3 12.5 
4) Disagree 10 41.7 1 4.0 
5) Strongly disagree 3 12.5 0 0 
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(2.1) The current teacher evaluation program encourages 
teachers to determine the different progress rates in 
learning to accommodate individuals in the group. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 0 0 1 4.0 
2) Agree 4 16.7 11 45.8 
3) Neutral 2 8.3 8 33.3 
4) Disagree 15 62.5 3 12.5 
5) Strongly disagree 3 12.5 1 4.0 
The current teacher evaluation program provides for 
clear, personalized, and constructive feedback. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 1 4.2 9 37.5 
2) Agree 3 12.5 10 41.7 
3) Neutral 6 25.0 4 16.7 
4) Disagree 9 37.5 1 4.0 
5) Strongly disagree 5 20.8 0 0 
The current teacher evaluation program encourages 
teachers to upgrade their skills. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 0 0 12 50.0 
2) Agree 5 20.8 10 41.7 
3) Neutral 10 41.7 2 8.3 
4) Disagree 6 25.0 0 0 
5) Strongly disagree 3 12.5 0 0 
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(30) The current teacher evaluation program contributes to 
professional development. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen' 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 0 0 5 20.8 
2) Agree 7 29.2 16 66.7 
3) Neutral 8 33.3 3 12.5 
4) Disagree 6 25.0 0 0 
5) Strongly disagree 3 12.5 0 0 
(31) The current teacher evaluation program is sometimes 
dreaded and feared and should be made less threatening. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 8 33.3 0 0 
2) Agree 7 29.2 1 4.0 
3) Neutral 3 12.5 1 4.0 
4) Disagree 6 25.0 12 50.0 
5) Strongly disagree 0 0 10 41.7 
The current teacher evaluation program needs to be 
revised if the primary purpose of teacher evaluation i 
to promote improvement in instruction. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 16 66.7 0 0 
2) Agree 6 25.0 3 12.5 
3) Neutral 0 0 3 12.5 
4) Disagree 2 8.3 13 54.2 
5) Strongly disagree 0 0 5 2 0 • o 
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(33) The current teacher evaluation program should be 
redesigned to formally evaluate experienced teachers 
every three years. Experienced teachers for this 
research project are defined as those who have a 
minimum of three years experience in the same school 
district. 
Non-Involvement Involvement 
Fre- Percen- Fre- Percen- 
quency tile quency tile 
1) Strongly agree 5 20.8 4 16.7 
2) Agree 8 33.3 6 25.0 
3) Neutral 7 29.2 11 45.8 
4) Disagree 2 8.3 3 12.5 
5) Strongly disagree 2 8.3 0 0 
APPENDIX F 
SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF THE 
EXIT QUESTIONNAIRE 
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF 
EXIST QUESTIONNAIRE 
KEY 
1. STRONGLY ENCOURAGED 
2. ENCOURAGED 
3. NEUTRAL 
4. DISCOURAGED 
5. STRONGLY DISCOURAGED 
Does the formative teacher evaluation program experienced 
during this school year, as opposed to the existing 
summative evaluation program, encourage change during the 
year with respect to: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
What you know about your teaching? 
Response Frequency 
Strongly Encouraged 2 
Encouraged 17 
Neutral 5 
Discouraged 0 
Strongly Discouraged 0 
How you perceive your task as a teacher? 
Response Frequency 
Strongly Encouraged 3 
Encouraged 12 
Neutral 9 
Discouraged 0 
Strongly Discouraged 0 
How you feel about your teaching? 
Response Frequency 
Strongly Encouraged 7 
Encouraged 12 
Neutral 4 
Discouraged 1 
Strongly Discouraged 0 
What you do with your students? 
Response Frequency 
Strongly Encouraged 1° 
Encouraged H 
Neutral 
Discouraged 9 
Strongly Discouraged 0 
Percentile 
8.3 
70.8 
20.9 
0 
0 
Percentile 
12.5 
50.0 
37.5 
0 
0 
Percentile 
29.2 
50.0 
16.7 
4.1 
0 
Percentile 
41.7 
45.8 
12.5 
0 
0 
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The purpose of the teacher involvement evaluation 
program is to focus on the improvement of instruction. The 
evaluation criteria will include a summative appraisal at 
the end of the school year, which will focus on the 
teacher's overall performance as it pertains to the 
"Suggested Standards of Performance," and periodic progress 
review conferences throughout the school year to measure 
progress toward the achievement of predetermined mutually 
agreeable goals. 
The purpose of the pilot tested teacher involvement 
evaluation program is to determine if the overall evaluation 
procedure and instrument will enhance teacher attitudes 
toward improving instruction. Teachers from the Math, 
Science, Foreign Language, Social Studies and English 
disciplines have been chosen for this pilot test program 
from a stratified random selection process. The following 
procedures will be used by this experimental group of 
twenty-four teachers during the 1984-1985 school year: 
Procedures 
1. Complete self-evaluation process - September. 
2. Goal-setting conference between supervisor and 
teacher - October. 
3. Progress review conference between supervisor and 
teacher - November, January and March. 
4. Final examination conference and follow-up procedures - 
April/May. 
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Instrumentation 
To complete the entire evaluation process, the 
following instruments are suggested to provide guidelines 
for supervisors and teachers: 
(1) Philosophy of the Evaluation System 
(2) Suggested Standards of Performance 
(3) Self-evaluation instrument 
(4) Goal Statement Form 
(5) Progress Review Form 
(6) Final Evaluation and Follow-Up Report 
Philosophy of the Evaluation System 
The following is a suggested statement of philosphy 
that is designed to give the reader an overview of the 
proposed evaluation system: 
The parents, school board members, administrators and 
teachers of the Mount Anthony School District are committed 
to the continuation of the district's strong educational 
program. The overall philosphy of the teacher involvement 
evaluation program is to insure that students and the 
professional staff have every opportunity to realize maximum 
growth in an atmosphere of mutual trust and understanding. 
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While the primary focus of evaluation is to improve 
instruction, teacher evaluation requires teachers to meet 
the established performance expectations. The process is a 
continuous, constructive and cooperative effort on the part 
of the supervisor and teacher. It is designed to encourage 
productive dialogue between teacher and supervisor, foster 
improvement in instruction, and promote professional growth. 
Suggested Standards of Performance 
The following Standards of Performance include instruc¬ 
tional and non-instructional criteria that conform to the 
objectives and needs of the Mount Anthony School District: 
Instructional Techniques The teacher will: 
. encourage the students to think 
. use a variety of resources 
. help students apply their experiences to life 
situations 
. provide opportunities for students to learn how to work 
independently and cooperatively 
. vary opportunities for creative expression 
Utilization of Appropriate resources The teacher will: 
. demonstrate an awareness and utilization of current 
resources 
adapt available resources to individual needs 
. make maximum use of specialists available for selection 
and utilization of resources 
use materials and equipment efficiently 
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Planning The teacher will: 
. correlate individual objectives with school and 
district goals 
. plan effective learning activities 
. plan appropriate sequence of skills 
. plan for individual differences 
. provide for the involvement of students in planning, 
selection, and evaluation of learning program. 
Evaluation The teacher will: 
. establish on-going programs of diagnosis and assessment 
of individual students 
. use evaluation techniques to improve teaching/learning 
experiences 
. assist students in the evaluation of their own growth 
and development 
. monitor the progress of students 
. use feedback information skillfully 
Teacher/Student Rapport The teacher will: 
. show concern for students as persons 
. encourage students to strive for high achievement 
commensurate with their abilities 
. be receptive to the needs of students and make self 
available for discussion with them 
. maintain classroom control, but assure a reasonable 
degree of freedom in discussions and activities 
guide students in the use of democratice procedures 
which show consideration for the rights of others 
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Motivation The teacher will: 
. motivate by positive feedback, praise and reward 
. respond to the needs, aptitudes, talents, and learning 
styles of students 
inspire students to participate in class discussions 
and activities 
. generate a sense of enthusiasm among students 
Organization The teacher will: 
keep classroom organization flexible, commensurate with 
learner needs and class situation 
adjust physical environment to accommodate variety in 
learning situations 
. manage time effectively 
. develop and implement organized work 
. maintain accurate student records 
Classroom Management The teacher will: 
. demonstrate active involvement and visible leadership 
in the classroom 
. see to it that limits of student behavior are clearly 
defined, communicated to students and consistently 
monitored. 
. organize and arrange the classroom so as to facilitate 
learning and minimize student disruption 
. make transitions from one area of teaching to another 
smoothly and demonstrate pre-planning 
. treat all students in a fair and consistent manner, 
taking individual needs into account 
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Professional Responsibility The teacher will: 
demonstrate behaviors which are consistent with Board 
of Education policy, district and building guidelines, 
and procedures 
. exhibit a positive attitude and refrain from non-con- 
structive discussion and/or derogatory criticisms of 
others 
. share and/or seek knowledge and methodology from the 
staff 
. participate in program and personal development 
through: 
(a) department, building and district involvement 
(b) local, state and national organizations 
(c) continuing education and keeping abreast of 
validated research 
. participate as a contributing member of the school and 
community 
Parent/Community Relations The teacher will: 
. interpret learning programs to parents 
clarify school policies to help parents understand the 
educational program 
. conduct constructive parent conferences 
. encourage parents to discuss student performance and to 
visit the school 
. seek parent assistance for school activities 
Self-Evaluation Form 
The suggested Self-Evaluation Form includes the 
standards of performance, but also allows for flexibility 
in the areas that teachers wish to pursue that are not 
included in the standards of performance. 
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Goal Statement Form 
The following is a Goal Statement Form that affords the 
teacher and supervisor the opportunity to: (1) define the 
goal, (2) state rationale for the goal, (3) develop a plan 
of action, and (4) propose a criteria for evaluation. This 
form is prepared by the teacher and supervisor during the 
goal-setting conference. 
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Goal Statement Form 
Teacher_ 
School _ 
1. Desired Goal 
__ Position_ 
_Grade/Subject _ 
What area to you want to strengthen? 
2. Rationale - Why do you want to strengthen this area? 
3. What is your plan of action? 
4. What are the criteria for evaluation? 
Teacher's Signature _ 
Supervisor's Signature 
Date 
Date 
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Progress Review Form 
The suggested Progress Review Form is completed by the 
supervisor at check points during the evaluation process. 
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Progress Review Form 
Teacher_ 
School_ 
Progress Review Date 
Activities Observed: 
_Position 
Grade/Class Observed 
_ Time Period 
Comments on Activities Observed as well as Teacher Per¬ 
formance in Light of Standards of Performance: 
Comments on Progress Toward Stated Goals: 
Progress Review Form 
(continued) 
Recommendation: 
Commendations: 
Summary of Conference Outcomes: 
Teacher Signature_Date 
Supervisor's Signature_Position 
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Final Evaluation and Follow-Up Report 
The Final Evaluation and Follow-up Report is completed 
by the supervisor after the teacher and the supervisor 
assess the teacher's performance during the evaluation 
period. 
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Final Evaluation and Follow-Up Report 
Teacher_Position_ 
School_Grade/Subject__ 
Summary of the teacher's overall performance as it pertains 
to the standards of performance: 
231 
Performance as it Pertains to the 
Agreeable Goals: Achievement of Mutually 
Goal: 
This Goal Has Been:_Met or Surpassed 
_ Partially Attained 
_ Not Attained 
Comments: 
Goal: 
This Goal Has Been: Met or Surpassed 
Partially Attained 
Not Attained 
Comments: 
232 
General Follow-Up Recommendations: 
Remarks on the Staff Member (Optional): 
Satisfactory: 
Needs Improvement: 
Unsatisfactory: 
Signature indicates completion of the process, but not 
necessarily agreement. 
Teacher's Signature Date 
Supervisor's Signature Date 
Principal's Signature Date 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
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